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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

This chapter contains the Purpose of the Study, Background

Information and Statement of the Problem, Significance of the Study,

and Definition of Terms.

Purpose of the Study

The overall purpose of this study was to explore and compare the

perception of county commissioners from Florida's most rural and most

urban counties concerning the relative importance of selected content

and clientele of Cooperative Extension Service programs. More specifi-

'cally, the objectives of the study were:

1. To identify and compare selected personal and social characteris-

tics of county commissioners from Florida's fifteen most rural

and fifteen most urban counties;

2. To determine the relative importance attributed to selected con-

tent and clientele of Cooperative Extension Service programs by

the county commissioners from Coe fifteen most rural and fifteen

most urban counties; and,

3. To determine the association between personal and social char-

acteristics of county commissioners from the fifteen most rural

and fifteen most urban counties and the relative importance at-

tributed to selected content and clientele of Cooperative

Extension Service programs.

1
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Background Information .and Statement of Problc.1

On July 6, 1862, President Abraham Lincoln signed into law the

so-called Land-Grant Act which had been offered by U. S. Represeniative

Justin Smith Morrill of Vermont, This legislation, commonly referred to

as the Morrill Act, granted to each state 30,000 acres of public land

for each U. S. Senator and Representative under apportionment based on

the 1860 census. Proceeds from the sale of these lands were to be in-

vested in a perpetual endowment fund which would provide support for

colleges of agriculture and mechanic arts in each of the states. In

1890, Congress, through the second Morrill Act, appropriated up to

$25,C00 per state for a ten-year period to further finance the Land-

Grant colleges. The Nelson Amendment of 1908 provided further funding

for these colleges.

The establishment of Florida Agricultural College at Lake City

in 1884 under the Morrill Act, marked the beginning of what ultimately

became the College of Agriculture of the University of Florida.

The Hatch Act of 1887, to which the Florida Legislature gave as-

sent in 1887, provided for the establishment of an agricultural experi-

ment station at each of the Land-Grant colleges of the several states.

Several later acts including the Adams (1906), the Purnell (1925), and

the Bankhead-Jones (1935) Acts provided for expanded appropriations to

the state experiment stations. By Congressional action in 1955, all of

these acts were combined by amending the Hatch Act. Currently, the

state agricUltural experiment stations' activities under the Hatch Act

are administered by the U. S. Secretary of Agriculture, through the

State Cooperative Research Service, United States Department of

Agriculture.



The Florida Agricultural Experiment Station was established in

1388 as a part of the Florida Agricultural College at Lake City. In

1905, the passage of the Buckman Act, Chapter 5384, Laws of Florida,

formally established the University of. Florida as the combined State,

University and Land- Grari't College, which the Board of Control and the

State Board of Education voted to locate in Gainesville. The Buckman

Act specifically provided for a "department" of agriculture for the

University. Both Federal and State law, therefore, prescribes that the

Agricultural Experiment Station shall be a unit of the Land-Grant

College.

In 1914, the third functional arm of the Land-Grant_College con-

cept was provided with the passage of the Smith-Lever Act, This Act es-

tablished the Cooperative Extension Service and specified it would be

associated with the various Land-Grant Colleges th_Jughout the Nation.

(1971, Policies and Procedures Manual, Section 1100)

Section 1 of the Act, as amended, states:

In order to aid in diffusing among the people of the United States
useful and practical information on subjects relating to agriculture
and home economics, and to encourage the application of the same,
there may be continued or inaugurated in connection with the college
or colleges in each State . . agricultural extension work which
shall be carried on in cooperation with the United States Department
of Agriculture,

The Smith-Lever Act, therefore, provided a means by which prac-

tical information could be taken from the Land-Grant Colleges and the

Department of Agriculture to the people in their local environment.

Furthermore, provisions of the Act stipulated that Federal

funds must be matched from local sources. Over a period of years, these

funds have been supplied by both state and county government, providing

a three-way partnership unique in educational annals,



4

Legislation assenting to the Smith-Lever Act was passed by the

Florida Legislature in 1915 (Chapter 241.18, Laws of Florida). This

legislation authorized the Board of Control to receive and administer

the Federal grant establishing and supporting Cooperative Extension in

Florida. A Memorandum of Understanding between the 'United States

Department of AgriCulture and the University of Florida has become the

legally binding document as prescribed in the basic legislation. The

Memorandum is renewed from time to time as deemed necessary to update

procedures and reemphasize role and responsibility. The document now in

force was executed in January, 1955. Several Acts subsequent to the .

Smith-Lever Act, including the Capper-Kethcham Act (1928), the.Bankhead-

Jones Act (1935), the Norris-Doxey Act (1937), Act of 1939, the

Department of Agriculture Organic Act (1944), and the Bankhead-Flannagan

.Act (1945), all expanded the appropriations for and/or the role and

scope of .cooperative extension wo'rk in agriculture and home economics.

In 1955, the amendment to the Smith-Lever Act included the provisions

of acts passed subsequent to the basic Smith-Lever Act and provided for

appropriations on a continuing basis. In addition, the Agricultulal

Marketing Act (1946) provided funds for extension work aimed at solving

problems within the total food and fiber marketing system (1971, Policies

and Procedures Manual, Section 1100).

Although Florida counties have been involved in the financial

support of cooperative extension work through the years, it was not un-

til 1972 that the Florida Legislature passed enabling legislation offi-

cially providing for county participation in the Cooperative Extension

Service. Dowell (1970, pp. 12-13) states that although the original

legislation did not specifically define the role of local peOple, the
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primary. recipients of Extension services, they were, nevertheless, ex-

pected to share in the funding of the work. lie points out that through-

out the half century. of the organization, Extension work hasmaintained

a strong identity with the county as the local unit of government.

Soule (1952, p. 113) commented, If the county provides the funds, the

local intP7est and support will be much stronger than if operating funds

are regarded as an appropriation out of general revenue." He further

suggests that with the county as a unit, the work of the Extension divi-

sion should be promoted in harmony with the local government and with

the support of the county offiCials who are elected by the people and

who will control the appropriation ofthe county funds needed for the

work.

The Cooperative Extension Service has grown through the years

as a partnership of local people, the state Land-Grant universities, the

U. S. Department of Agriculture, and the county governments. All share

in planning and financing Extension programs. The Ccoperative Extension

Service is, therefore, a unique achievement in American education - -an

agency for change-- a catalyst for individual and group action. Its

formal job is informal education -- to help people help themselves. It

transmits practical information on many subjects from research centers

and the universities to the public. It presents unbiased facts to help

people identify problems and use new technology in solving them -- to

help them make their own decisions and organize to act on those deci-

sions (1968, A People and A Spirit, Cond., Cover).

The Cooperative Extension Service has been referred to as "the

informal educational arm of both the Department of Agriculture and the

respective state Land-rant colleges and universities" (1958, The
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Cooperative Extension Service Today--A Statement on Scope and

Responsibility). It has been described by Knowles (1960, p. 16) as "the

largest single adult education organization ever created." Shannon and

Schoenfeld (1965, p. 200) describe the Extension Service as "one of the

oldest, probably the largest, certainly the most fully developed and per-

haps the most effective adult education activity in the United States."

A glowing history of accomplishment and success does not neces-

sarily insure the future of the Cooperative Extension Service. The suc-

cess and future of any public agency is largel,, dependent upon the image

it creates in the minds of the public and the governing bodies on which

it depends for support (1963, Blalock, p. 2). With heavy demands for

public funds increasing at a rapid rate, the importance of a favorable

image becomes more and more critical. Bell (1960, p. 140) clearly put

this point in perspective:

Tax supported institutions are constantly involved in competition
for the tax dollar. Success in this competition depends upon the
public image of the institution and its program as well as upon the
image held by the members of the legislative bodies.

According to administrative records 33.6 percent of the finan-

cial support for Florida Cooperative Extension work was derived from

county sources in 1970-71. The image of Extension programs as per-

ceived by county commissioners is, therefore, very important, not only

io relation to total financial support, but also because of the effect

many of their actions may have on administrative behavior.

Three major factors serve as cause for the Florida Cooperative

Extension Service to be concerned about county commissioners' perceptions

of Extension Service programs. Population growth, for example, in most

of Florida's counties lends support to initiating new public agencies
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and expanding existing ones to provide services sought by the public..

Thus, county commissioners'are constantly subjected to pressures from

public agencies for additional financirl support. These pressures de-

mand that the county commissioners continuously evaluate agency programs

for relevance and contributions to society. It is important to the

Extension Service, therefore, to determine to what extent the programs

being conducted by the Extension Service are perceived by county com-

missioners as being worthy.

In keeping with a basic principle of adult education, county

Extension agents involve the recipients of Extension programs in the

planning of programs through advisory committees. Even so, county

Extension programs are conducted within the framework of state and na-

tional priorities. As county commissioners provide a substantial part

of the funds for organizational operations of the Extension Service, and

as their participation is entirely voluntary it is considered important

by the Extension Service to determine the extent to which they perceive

the state and national priorities to be compatible with county priori-

ties.

Social change has brought about change in Cooperative Extension

philosophy, hence in Extension programs. Historically, for example,

Extension work has been oriented primarily toward farm and rural non-

farm people. Between 1964 and 1969, however, the number of farms in

Florida decreased 12.2 percent (1969, Census of Agriculture-Florida, p.

1). Between 1960 and.1970 the rural population of the state decreased

6.6 percent while the urban population increased by this amount (1970,

U. S. Census of Population). Even the Florida Legislature changed. A

federal court order resulted in the reapportionment of the Florida
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Legislature prior to the 1967 legislative session which, in turn, re-

sulted in a change from-a previously rural-oriented legislature to that

with an urban orientation.

In response to social-change Extension philosophy also changed

to more fully embrace the concept of. Extension's programs serving the

total population. In fact, effective in 1970, the name of the Extension

Service was c%anged from the Florida Agricultural Extension Service to

the Florida Cooperative Extensiou Service.

The changes in Extension philosophy and programs have been met

with both favor and disfavor among the general public. Some members of

Extension's traditional clientele have expressed very strong resentment

about deleting the word "Agricultural" from Extension's name; some per-

sons have expressed resentment concerning the consequences (relating to

Extension programs) of -or'oan control of the Florida Legislaturend,

Florida Farm Bureau, known as the "Voice of Agriculture," passed a res-

olution in 1971 calling for the Extension Service to get back to the

business of serving farmers. An editorial in The Progressive Farmer

(1972, p. 90) analyzes the situation:

The time has come to take a close, hard look at the Extension
Service of our land grant colleges. What should be its future role?
Should it continue to extend its activities into urban areas? And
if so, how can this be done without crippling its service to agri-
culture?

As the Extension Service extends its activities into the urban field,
farm people are beginning to wonder if it will eventually be taken
over by the cities to the decided disadvantage of agriculture.

While Extension's first responsibility is to agriculture, it may be
difficult for farm people to establish a claim to all its services.
There is no sound reason why a land grant college shouldn't use the
Extension method in serving other areas of our society. But agri-
culture has a right to insist that the Extension Service not spread
itself too thin. Any urban program should be funded adequately.
And the Service should be organized so that its agricultural.
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activities do not eventually come under the domination of city in-
terests and have to compete with them for Extension funds.

The future role of the Extension Service is so important to agricul-
ture that -farm organizations and other farm leaders should give the
matter first priority. They should study the organization and work
with Extension officials in charting a course that will ensure no
letup in its service to agriculture.

From the non-agricultural or urban point of view, there has been

praise for Extension's efforts in the area of central city youth devel-

opment programs as well as nutrition programs for the disadvantaged.

Programs for senior citizens and in the area of urban horticulture have

also been well received. In support of broader Extension programs,

Bishop (1969, pp. 151-152 says:

Far too little emphasis is placed upon the development of the human
resource, while special emIlhasis is placed upon working with farm
families - an occupational group. The increasing value of the hu- ,

man resource in our society implies some specific changes in program
emphases in Cooperative Extension.

In addition, national priorities (1968, A People and a Spirit and 1971,

4-H is the Seventies) either hold the line -or reduce emphasis on a num-

ber of traditional Extension programs in favor of the newer, more so-

cially oriented programs.

Cooperative Extension, therefore, faces something of a dilemma

created by two contrasting points of view. First, there are those per-

sons whose perception of Extension places Extension in the role of serv-

ing agriculture and rural people through programs and services that are

traditional and related primarily to meeting economic needs. On the

other hand, there are those who see Extension's role as serving the to-

tal population, within the limitation of Extension's resources, through

programs that are primarily designed to meet "human resource" needs of

people. Although it cannot be said conclusively that these two concepts
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relegate themselves into a simple, mutually exclusive dichotomy of ag-

ricultural or rural vs non-agricultural or urban, the basic content of

the two concepts would tend to indicate this. Of concern to the

Cooperative- Extension Service is the county commissioners' erception of

present and proposed programs which reflect current Extension philosophy,

Three major factors, therefore, are considered to influence; di-

rectly or indirectly, county commissioners' perception and accompanying

support or lack of support of Extension programs. These are competition

for the tax dollar, coMpatibility.of national and state priorities in re-

lation to county priorities, and changes in Extension philosophy and

programs resulting from social change.

County commissioners were involved as respondents in this study

because they are very closely attuned to local "grass roots" level feed-

back of the people in the counties and their perception of Extension's

programs is most vital to Extension's future. Other reasons for involv-

ing county commissioners include: (1) their county orientation provides

them a basic understanding of county needs, (2) the county is the basic

unit in the Cooperative Extension Service, for it is here that most pro-

grams are developed and the teaching is done (Matthews, 1960, p. 220),

(3) county commissioners are among the first to be affected by changes

in growth patterns in the county and, (4) a perception study involving

county commissioners will compliment McCown's study (1969) involving

members of the Florida Legislature, thereby providing data from two of

the three sources of funding for the Cooperative Extension Service.

In summary, Cooperative Extension work has traditionally been

oriented torard farm and rural non-farm people. Within the last decade

several major changes have.taken place in the United States that have
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had serious effects upon Extension's role as well as the content and

clientele of Extension'sprogramS. As Extension made efforts to change

with the times, differences of opinion arose among the people concerning

the changes. Although apparently not exclusively so, the differences of

opinion have appeared to separate themselves into rural, agriculturally

oriented vs urban, non-agriculturally oriented contexts.

Since the county commissioners represent the people in local

county government they are sensitive to their opinions. If sufficient

numbers of people should react adversely to Extension programs it is

reasonable to assume that such adverse reaction would also be reflected

in the attitudes of county commissioners. Since the Board of County

Commissioners is a vital source of appropriations for the continuation

of present Extension programs and the initiation of new ones, knowledge

of county commissioners' perception of Extension programs is of vital

importance to administrators, supervisors, and county directors of the

Cooperative Extension Service.

This study was conducted, therefore, to determine the relative

importance of selected content and clientele of Extension programs as

reflected by county commissioners from rural and urban counties in

Florida. Rural and urban counties were selected due to their environ-

mental, economic, and social differences and to determine if there ac-

tually is a tendency toward polarization of perception cf Extension pro-

grams based on rural and urban orientation..
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Significance of the Study

Information provided by this study could be very beneficial to

the Cooperative Extension Service as a basis for strengthening and im-

proving the organization's effectiveness; providing a .useful indication

of the attitudes of county commisioners toward the Extension Service;

developing a personal-social profile of county commissioners in rural

and urban counties which could facilitate a better understanding of

their attitudes; determining the degree to which present and proposed.

Extension program contel;.t and clientele are favorably regarded by coun-

ty commissioners and, therefore, whether or not modifications. of programs

are in order; determining the need for better communication and a closer

working relationship with county-commissioners; and, determining whether

or not Extension work can be effectively administered uniformly in rural

and urban counties or if different methods and/or procedures should be

employed.

Definition of Terms

The following definitions of certain terms used in this study

are given to clarify the material and analysis presented.

The Cooperative Extension Service is an agency created by feder-

al and Florida legislatiOn to provide educational opportunities in the

broad areas of agriculture and home economics to the people of the State

of Flc,rida. It is known by several variations of the same name,- -

Extension Service, Agricultural Extension Service, Extension and

Cooperative Extension.

Extension programs-are those planned events coordinated by the

Extension staff pursuant to Extension objectives.
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Content Of Extension programs refers to the subject matter of

Extension programs.

Clientele of Extension programs refers.to those individuals,

groups of individuals, organizations, and business firms served by the

Cooperative Extension Service.

Perception is the result of complex patterns of stimulation plus

past eXperience. A process of becoming aware of objects, qualities or

relations by way of the sense organs. While sensory content is always

present in perception, what is perceived is influenced by set and prior

experience. (Hilgard)

County commissioner is the title used to identify elected mem-

bers of the county governing board.

Urban county relates to the percentage of urban population. The

urban population comprises all persons living in urbanized areas and in

places of 2,500 inhabitants or more outside urbanized areas. More spe-

cifically the urban population consists of all persons living in (a)

places of 2,500 inhabitants or more incorporated as cities, villages,

and towns, but excluding those persons living in rural portions of ex-

tended cities; (b) unincorporated places of 2,500 inhabitants or more;

and, (c) other territory, incorporated or unincorporated, included in

urbanized areas (1970, Census of Population-Florala).

Rural county relates to the percentage of rural population. The

population not classified as urban constitutes the rural population

(1970, Census of Population-Florida).

Rural commissioner refers to a county commissioner from a rural

county.
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Urban commissioner refers to a county commissioner from an urban

county.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction

This study was concerned with the concept of perception. This

chapter contains the Definition of Perception, Factors Influencing

Perception, Findings of Related Perception Studies, Summary of Review

of Literature, and the Hypotheses of the Study. The study was conduct-

ed in a social context therefore literature dealing with detailed phy-

siological aspects of perception was omitted.

Definition of Perception

The study of perception is both old and new. Beards lee and

Wertheimer (1958, p. v) claim that perception is one of the oldest areas

of research in experimental psychology, yet it is still regarded as one

of the three fundamental research topics, along with motivation and

learning. Ittelson and Cantril (1954, p. 1) concur in stating, "The

study of perception is one of the oldest as well as the most recent ac-

tivities of mankind, for it is through perception that we came in con-

tact with the world." Today, social psychologists are interested in

perception as a crucial means of understanding social behavior (Sargent

and Williamson, 1966, p. 217).

Perception is a complex phenomenon. In spite of the many defi-

nitions of perc--tption: that have been espoused by social scientists a

15
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specific'definition is most illusive. Dember (1960, p. 24) proposes

that a definition of perception is difficult for two reasons:

First, because it depends on the role that perception plays in one's
general system of psychology; second, because perception is not a
simple scientific concept but a more complicated construct whose
main function is to help organize knowledge and thereby facilitate
communication.

In commenting on the problem of defining perception, Ittelson

(1962, pp. 664-674) says:

Alen have been writing about perception ever since men have been
writing, but after millennia of writing on the subject there is
still no general agreement between authors as to what it is they
are writing about. Those who accept disagreement among philosophers
as the rule are sometimes surprised to learn that even in experimen-
tal psychology there are almost as many definitions of perception as
there are writers. Even within the context of scientific psychology
it cannot be assumed that the reader will have a clear and unequivo-
cal understanding of what is referred to by the term perception, nor
if he does, that it will in any way correspond to that intended by
the author.

We are faced, then, with the paradox that one of the oldest topics
within the province of scientific psychology yet remaiins without a
formally accepted definition. On closer examination, however, it
may be that the very fact of the venerability of the study of per-
ception accounts fot its lack of definition. For psychology has in
its history passed through many phases of changing emphasis and as
psychology itself has grown and changed, so has the way it has posed
the problem of perception. In this sense, the many definitions of
perception are merely reflections of the many facets of psychology.

Hilgard (1957, pp. 336-337) feels that an effort to define per-

ception should first place the two concepts "sens'ation" and "'perception"

in proper perspective.

It is convenient to make a rough distinction between experiences
that are very closely dependent upon specific sense-organ stimula-
tion and those that are the result of complex patterns of stimula-
tion plus past experience and present attitude. The former experi-
ences can be called sensations, the latter perceptions. Thus the
redness of an apple is classified as a sensation, while reaction to
the whole object as an apple is classified as a perception. Once
these were fighting words to psychologists, because of the -,ssue of
whether or not perceptions were composed of sensations, that is,
whether the perception of the apple was made up of the sensations of
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redness, smoothness, touch, and so on.

The words no longer carry this burden of contro,rersial theory. A
sensation is not something of which a perception is composed; it is
a kind of perception in itself, but one arising directly from sense-
organ stimulation, and corresponding closely to aspects of the stim-
ulus. Hence sensations and perceptions do not differ in kind, but
shade imperceptibly into each other along a scale of complexity,
with perceptions more complexly determined by the patterning of
stimuli and the influences of experiences not correlated with pres-
ent stimuli.

In discussing major approaches toward a definition of perception,

Ittelson (1962, pp. 664-674) states:

Perhaps every approach to psychological theory has been reflected in
a somewhat different definition of perception. These can conven-
iently be summarized, however, under three ramiliar contrasting
views: the phenomenological, the stimulus-response, and the func-
tional. Today one rarely encounters any one of these in pure form;
perhaps they had best be considered as different elements which ap-
pear to greater or lesser degree an in varying combinations in
most current definitions of perception.

The phenomenological approach . . . attempts to define perception
in terms of the subjective experience of the perceiver. It does
this by taking certain aspects of conscious experience and declaring
that when, and only when, these aspects are present can we properly
speak of perception.

In sharp distinction, a psychophysically oriented stimulus-response
approach attempts to define perceptionin terms of observable char-
acteristics of the stimulus and the response. On the stimulus end,
this kind of definition usually simply asserts that there must be
an external stimulus and then limits the kinds of stimuli acceptable.

A functional definition tries to bridge the gap between these di-
vergent views by specifying the perceptual process in terms of the
relationship of that particular process to the total life function-
ing of the individual. A functional approach is by its very nature
future-oriented and goal-directed. A functional definition puts the
person into a real situation and considers him as he actually ap-
pears in concrete living.

With reference to psychology texts in current use at the time of

his writing, Bartley (1958, pp. 10-12) made this observation:

Some of them give space to the discussion of perception without
giving the reader ...a definition which he can carry away with him.
Perhaps when the reader is finished with the section on perception,
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he is at a loss to put into a concise statement what: percePtion was
said to be. Several conclusions may be distilled from what is to be
found in current treatments of perception in textbooks and elsewhere.
It seems that authors quite customarily act in accord with the
following:

1. That perception may be dealt with by general description,
without necessarily introducing a formal definition for the
reader. It is as though it were taken for granted that most
people know pretty much, in general, what perception is, and
that any further discussion of it can be carried out simply
by adding new illustrative material, or new anecdotal items.

2. That when definitions are offered, they need only be frag-
mentary, general, and need not place perception in relation
to the other processes that go to make up the individual's
overall behavior.

3. That sensation may still be looked upon as an elementary
process underlying perception.

In that the phenomenon of perception is very complex, it seems

reasonable that the concept cannot be defined simply. Therefore, it is

not too surprising that the literature contains many different defini-

tions. Perhaps this is not all bad in that a study of numerous defini-

tions helps create a more comprehensive appreciation and understanding

of the complexity of the concept.

An understanding and appreciation of the complexity of the con-

cept do not substitute, however, for relating the concept to the prac-

ticalities of this study. In analyzing'the many different definitions

of perception in the literature, the author concluded that there were

at least four basic elements of commonality in the definitions. These

basic elements of commonality do, in fact, relate to the practicalities

of the study. They are (1) the senses, (2) the environment, (3) the

individual and, (4) past experience.
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Perception and the Senses

Most scientists agree with the premise that perception is a re-

sult of differing philosophies of Psychology, and that the human f,

organs are a vital part of the process (McCown, 1969, p. 14). As early

as 1890, James (pp. 76-78) defined perception as "the consciousness of

particular material things present to sense", stating that "sensational

and reproductive brain-processes combined are what give us the content

of our perceptions." James pointed out, however, that

perception differs from sensation by the consciousness of farther
facts associated with the object of sensation; that every perception
is an acquired perception.

Dennis (1951, pp. 149-150) used the term perception to refer to

an experience which is occasioned by the stimulation of sense organs.

Thai is, perceptions are to be distinguished from memory images,
reveries, trains of association, and hallucinations because these
are not directly caused by stimulation.

A perception requires the presence of a stimulus, according to Dennis.

However, it, is generally agreed that an experience which is occa-
sioned by a stimulus is influenced not only by the immediate stimu-
lus but also by the reinstatement of the effects of previous stimu-
li. If this were not so, we would speak of sensation rather than
of perception. Perception is not the result of a succession of dis-
crete impingements from the outside world, but rather it is a con-
tinuous tuning-in, amplification, suppression, and interpretation.

Sargent and Williamson (1966, p. 212) believe that perception as

a process appears even before learning in the individual's attempt to

organize his behavior. His sensations gradually become structural into

meaningful relationships which are the essence of perception. In a sim-

ilar vein, Solley and Murphy (1960, p. 26) define perception as the

structuring of stimulation. Queener (1951, p. 16) proposes that percep-

tion is an immediate interpretive response to stimuli, and, similar to
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others, that it is the organization which an organism gives the stimuli

impinging upon him.

In discussing structural factors in perception, Morgan (1951)

suggest9 that

we can only see and feel what our sense organs and nervous system
let us sense (p. 25); that we see with our eyes, hear with our ears,
and feel with our, skins, and it is obvious in each case that the
structure of the sense organ has a lot to do Ne..th what we perceive
through it (p. 27).

Stegner and Karwoski (1952, p. 207) say that perception is the

process of obtaining knowledge of external objects and events by means

of the senses, Bartley (1958, p. 22) considers perception to be

the overall activity of the organism that immediately follows Or accom-

panies energistic impingements upon the sense organs. The sensory ap-

paratus mediates between the more internal ongoing activities of the or-

ganism and the'eyents outside it. To Newcomb, Turner, and Converse

(1965, p. 34) perception refers, literally, to the individual's.organ-

ization of sensory input--that is, to what he does psychologically with

the stimuli currently impinging upon his sense organs. Hilgard.(1957)

also gives the senses a prominent place in perception.

All man's information about the world comes to him by way of the
senses; all stimuli impinge upon him through the sensory mechan-
isms. It is a central fact of human behavior that we react not to
a single stimulus but to patterns of stimuli. Thus, we must dis-
tinguish between the topics of sensation'and perception and discover
what principles of stimulus organization underlie our perception of
the world as composed of enduring, stable objects (p. 331). While
sensory content is always present in perception, what is perceived
is influenced by set and prior experience, so that perception is
more than a passive registration of stimuli impinging on sense
orgahs (p. 537) .
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In response to the question as to how perception should be de-

fined, Allport (1955, p. 14) states:

As a first approximation let us say that it has something to do
with our awareness of the objects or conditions about us. It is
dependent to a large extent upon the impressions these objects make
upon our senses. It is the way things look to us, or the way they
sound, feel, taste, or smell. But perception also involves, to
some degree, an understanding awareness, a "meaning" or a
"recognition" of these objects.

The literature reveals that social scientists are in general

agreement that the role of the sense organs is important in the process

of perception but that perception involves much more than simple re-

sponse to stimuli.

Perception and the Environment

Webster (1947, p. 334) defines environment as the aggregate of

all the external conditions and influences affecting the life and de-

velopment of an organism. Bartley (1958, p. 4) suggests that perceiv-

ing has been taken to be a process by which the organism relates itself

to its vurroundings. In perceiving, says Bartley, the individual inter-

prets, discriminates, and identifies objects and conditions experienced

to be existing in the environment.

Perception, whether overt or introspective, is an immediate reaction
to a set of conditions that pertain now. If the reaction called a
perceptual act changes something in the environment or relocates the
organism in it, the next instant a new perception or apprehension
of some sort is provided for (Bartley, 1958, p. 46).

Munn (1962, pp. 391-392) also relates perception to the environ-

meat:

Perceiving is a process comparable with discriminating, differen-
tiating, and observing. The term is customarily used to refer to
relatively complex receptor and neural processes which underlie our
awareness of ourselves in our world. This awareness is referred to
as perception.
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Describing perception as the xperience of objects and events

which are here, now, Boring, LangfPld, and Wald (1948, pp. 215-217) say

perception_is always a response to some change or difference in the en-

vironment and is the first event in the chain which leads from the stim-

ulus to action. Hilgard (1951) believes that perception results from

an interaction between within-the-organism factors and within-the-

environment factors (p. 97); that perception is not a passive process

or registration but an active process of interaction between organism

and environment; that perception is an achievement and as in the case of

other achievements it is regulated and given direction by what the or-

ganism is trying to do. Our perceptions achieve for us a world that is

relatively stable by excluding so far as possible contradictory evidence

(p. 103) .

Blake and Ramsey (1951, p. use the term perception to refer

to

those interactions between an orgarism and its (necessary) environ-
ment in which the form of response is governed by the signal or sign
significance as contrasted with the energy strength or quality or
pattern of the stimulus configuration itself. In these cases the
signal or sign significance of the stimulus comes to exist (either
spontaneously or effortfully) as an emergent from certain specific
previous organism-environment interactions of the individual.

Beach (1951, p. 56) refers to perception as one name for a cer-

tain class of interactions between the organism and its' environment

while Bronfenbrenner (1951, p. 207) defines it in its broadest sense as

signifying the way in which the person structures his world and himself..

Allport (1955, p. 14) says we can include all the senses and can inter-

pret perception as covering the awareness of complex environmental sit-

uations as well as of single objects.
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In relating perception to a distinct personal-social context,

Ittelson and Cantril (1954) propose

that perceiving is that part of the procesS of living by which each
one of us, from his own particular point of view, creates for him-
self the world within which he has his life experiences and through
which he strives to gain his satisfactions (p. 5).

Perception is the process by which a particular person, from his
particular behavioral center attributes significances to his'imme-
diate environmental situation. And the significances which he at-
tributes are those which he has discovered from past experiences
have furthered his purpose. The perceiving process often leads one
to incorrect interpretations, beliefs, and attitudes as to the sig-
nificance of the environmental situation. The degree of incorrect-
ness represents the lack of correspondence between perceptual aware-
ness and the true environmental situation.

Perception and the Individual

The literature is quite consistent in stressing the relationship

of perception to the individual.

Each individual begins with -ertain physical structures, including
the receptor, central, and effector nervous systems as well as the
skeletal, respiratory, digestive, and other systems. These several
part-systems in unitary organization constitute the more important
structures involved in perception.. The selective manner in which
these part-systems are utilized in perception, however, is largely
determined by the unique interaction between the individual and the
cultural media which he has passed through and of which he is a
part at present_(Bake, Ramsey, and Moran, 1951, p. 9).

Hilgard (1951, p. 95) proposes that physical structures are in-

herited and that the inherited structures not only determine species

differences in perceiving but individual differences within the species

as well.

In seeking a theory of perception, Bruner (1951, pp. 123-124)

takes the position that such a theory should account systematically for

individual differences in the perceptual process, that

perceiving involves a three-step cycle'. Analytically, we may say
that perceiving begins with an expectancy or hypothesis. The
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-second analytic step in the perceiving process is the input of in-
formation from the environment. The third step in the cycle is a
checking or confirmation procedure.

In support of Bruners statement concerning perceptual individuality,

Klein (1951, p. 329) says the touchstone of any personality theory is

how well it accounts for differences among people.

A given situation, particularly a social one, never is psycholog-
ically identical for different perSons. Each individual perceives
and interprets .a situation via his sensory capacities, attention,
past experience, motives, attitudes, expectations, and the like,
i.e., in terms of his unique pattern of experience and personality.
Objective actions are perceived in a context of personal experien-
ces and tendencies, past and present, Perception . . is influ-
enced by the feelings, attitudes, and mental set of the subject.
(The tern,"set" refers to the perceptual orientation, or the readi-
ness'to perceive a given event or range of stimuli.) In other
words, one literally "sees" the world as he wishes (Sargent and
Williamson, 1966, pp. 213-215).

Stated another way by Ittelson (1962, p. 677), "the world as we'expori-

ence it is a product of perception, not the cause of it."

That the individual is paramount in the concept of per eeption

was pointed out very emphatically by Ittelson and Cantril (1954, pp. 2-

4) when they concluded that:

1. Perceptions present themselves through concrete individuals deal-
ing with concrete. situations and can be studied only in terms of
transactions in which they can be observed,

2. Perceiving is always done by particular persons from their own
, -

unique position in space and time. Such perception is influenced
by the person's own combination of experience and needs.

3. Within a particular transaction, and operating from his own per-
sonal point of view, each person creates for himself his own psy-
chological environment by attributing certain aspects of his ex-
perience to an environment which he believes exists independent
of the experience.

In other words, perceiving is that part of the process of living by

which each of us, from his own particular point of view, creates for him-

self the world within which he has life's experience and through which
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he strives to gain satisfactions (p. 5). Bartley (1958, p. 22) agrees

that in studying perception we are studying what it is that the organism

experiences and not what the physiCal world contains or is made up of.

White (1970, p. 14) makes an interesting observation in stating

that an individual is not conscious at any instance of all the external

stimuli around him or of all the potential activities that might be

brought to consciousness. Supporting this thought, Hartley (1952, p.

229) postulated that

the individual ignores some stimuli, adds others, and organizes the
whole so that certain stimuli are more important than others. None
of us lives in direct contact with physical reality. Our eyes see
as they do because of their physical and nervous structAres. We do
not really see the physical world. What we see is the result of the
interaction between our own anatomy, the physical aspects of the
universe, and what we have learned in our past experience.

Hilgard (1957, p. 389) cautions that personality characteristics,

such as rigidity and intolerance of ambiguity, may determine how the in-

dividual perceives, pointing out that the satisfying of individual needs

and values may lead to perceptual distortion.

Perception and Past Experience

Most social scientists give past experience a very prominent

part in the total perceptual scheme. Past experience presents the

framework within which the individual can relate stimulation coming

from his environment to an interpretation.

Van Dalen (1966, pp, 54-55) defines perception as the art of

linking what is sensed with some past experience to give the sensation

meaning. Granting that perceptions may be relatively simple or highly

complex, Van Dalen takes the position that man interprets his sensations

in terms of past experience. Hobhouse (1969, p. 38) concurs by stating
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that past experiences have so prepared the mental structure that it re-

acts to a given stimulus with judgment. Johnson (1948, p. 186) goes a

step further in proposing

that the raw,material delivered to the brain by the sense organs via
sensory nerves is used and interpreted by the individual in accord-
ance with his past experience and in furtherance of whatever activi-
ties he may be engaged in at the moment.

Blake and Ramsey (1951) consider that a person's reaction

is determined by the meaning the individual's prior experience have
given to the stimulus configuration (p. 5). The most important ad-
justments of the individual are not the consequence of Lie direct
effect on the organism of stimulus energies or stimulus patterns.
Rather, human behavior is governed by learned interpretations or im-
plications assigned on the basis of experience to configurations of
stimulus energies (p. 8).

The way one sees reality is contingent not only on the capacity of
his given physical structure for detecting stimulus configurations
and integrating information about stimuli but also on modifications
in the use of the structure which derive from the impact of the
experience. The summed effects result in the individual's having
more or less appropriate response patterns ready in order to cope
with each of a myriad of specific stimulus configurations (pt 9).

The authors concede, however, that perception is not altogether the

product of past experiences, for perception is a developmental product,

an ongoing process.

In reference to the transactional theory of perception, one of

thirteen theories listed by Allpot (1955), Bartley (1958, p. 17) says

the theory involves the recognition that past experience plays an im-

portant role in perceiving. This pertains not only to specific objects

but to the nature of the world in which the organism finds itself.

Certain assumptions, as it were, result, according to Bartley, and per-

ception occur:: in accord with these. Dember (1960, p. 7) cautions,

however, that the assumptions that the individual develops in the course

of his transactions with his environment lead him astray in special
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circumstances, as he does not see things the way they really are but

1:ather in ways that are compatible with his assumptions.

Gault and Delton (1925, p. 181) support the theory that per-

ception in general rests upon the residue of the experiences the indi-

vidual has had with his world and that their form is affected by the

mental state and content that prevail at the time. Gault and Delton de-

scribe perception as a reflection on one's nature, chiefly of one's ac-

quired nature, while Klausmier (1961, p. 7) refers to perception as a

sensation "together with a context of other experiences that give it

meaning."

There is an old proverb that "it's hard to tell where you are

unless you know where you've been." This thought would seem to relate

to perception and past experience.

Factors Influencing Perception

Based upon an extensive review of the literature, it is obvious

that perception is influenced by many factors. Basically, these factors

may be classified as internal and external. Sherif and Sherif (1956,

pp. 79-80) spoke to this point:

Pelcentual structuring is not only .., "cognitive" affair. It is
jointly determined by the totality of functionally related external
factors and internal factors coming into the structuring process at
a given time. The external factors are stimulating situations out-
side of the individual--objects, events, other persons, groups, cul-
tural products, and the like. The internal factors are motives,
emotions, attitudes, general states of the organism, effects of past
experience, etc.

Krech et al. (1962, p. 25) take a similar stand:

Only certain objects, among all the objects that are "out there",
enter into the individual's conception of the outside world. And
the characteristics of these objects may be "distorted" to fit his
physiological requirements. The selective organization of cognition
is determined by two interacting sets of factors: stimulus factors
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and personal factors. By stimulus factors are meant those which
derive from the nature of the stimulus object, e.g., frequency and

. . intensity. Personal factors are those which derive from the char-
acteristics of the perceiving individual, e.g.;' his wants, emotions,
and mental sets, as he strives to construct a meaningful world.

Kahn and Carmen (1957, pp. 36-37) add further emphasis to the internal-

external viewpoint by asserting that "the way one sees the world or -any-

thing in it depends only in part upon external objective reality, and

for the rest upon individual needs, goals, motives, and past experi-

ences." Bartley (1958) refers to the influence of factors represented

in the observer himself as important in the determination of perception,

including such factors as set, stance, and others (p. 89). On the other

hand, he also points out that the relationship between perception and

the quantification of stimulation is another aspect of perceptual de-

velopment (p. 91). Cantril (1957, pp. 119-126) described perceiving

as a "transaction" between the perceiver and the perceived, a process of

negotiation in which the perceptual end product is a result both of in-

fluences within the perceiver and of characteristics of the perceived.

Bonner (1953, pp. 96-97) groups factors influencing perception

under three major categories: (1) functional, (2) structural, and (3)

cultural determinants.

The functional aspects of perception are those properties which are
affected by the person's social-psychological organization--by his
memory, needs, habits, and past experience.

The structural determinants of perception are physiological in char-
acter, so that we perceive the natural world around us as we do by
virtue of the neuro-physiological character of the organs of percep-
tion and learning. They are constituted, furthermore, by the physi-
cal qualities of the perceived object.

The cultural determinants of perception are those factors which
cause us to see the world in terms of customs, traditions, and
ideals.

With reference to structural factors in.perception, Morgan
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(1951, pp, 53-54) proposes that certain anatomical structures have a

bearing on perception. He lists aging, brain injury, and body chemistry

as being involved.

Concerning social and cultural factors, Sargent and Williamson

(1966, pp, 214-216) state that perception is influenced by the feelings,

attitudes, and mental set of the subject as well as by the social

standards or "norms" and verbal and numerical symbols. Intelligence,

education, occupation, religion, and geographic background are all list-

ed as conditioning influences in the interpretation of reality.

Many authors relate factors influencing perception to the indi-

vidual and his own particular needs and valuPs. In 1958, Bruner (pp. 85-

94) described what he called the "New Look" in perception as one in

which personal determinants of the perceptual process were being

stressed. He showed the importance of such subjective influences as

needs, values, cultural background, and interests on the perceptual pro-

cess. many others concur with Bruner in regard to personal factors in-

fluencing perception. Sargent and Williamson (1966, p. 213) state that

each individual perceives and interprets a situation via his sensory

capacities, attention, past experience, motives, attitudes, expecta-

tions, feelings, and mental sets; that is, in terms of his unique pat-

tern of experience and personality.

The fact that emotions and personal needs of the perceiver in-

fluence perception is clearly pointed out by Krech and Crutchfield

(1948, p. 7):

There are no "impartial facts." Data do not have a logic of their
own that results in the same perceptions and cognitions for all
people. Data are perceived and interpreted in terms of the individ-
ual perceiver's own needs, on emotions, own personality, own pre-
viously formed, cognitive patterns,
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Values, another personal characteristic, have a definite influ-

ence on one's perception according to Postman et al. (1948, p. 43):

The perceiver, whatever the nature of the stimulus, favors the pre-,
solution hypotheses which reflect his value orientation. He will,
therefore, perceive more redly stimulus objects which lie within
the same value area as his preferred presolution hypothesis.

Taking a different approach,' Zalkind and Costello (1964, pp. 33-

34) suggest that when trying to determine some of the factors that in-

fluence perception it is necessary, rather, to consider what influences

distort one's perceptions and judgments of the outside world. They cite

the work of Johnson (1945, pp. 193-224) who suggested the following

about the perceiver:

1. He may be influenced by considerations that he may not be able
to identify, responding to cues that are below the threshold of
his awareness.

2. When required to form difficult perceptual judgments, he may re-
spond to irrelevant cues to arrive at a judgment.

3. In making abstract or intellectual judgMents, he may be influ-
enced by emotional factors--what is liked is perceived as cor-
rect.

4. He will weigh perceptual evidence coming from respected (or fa-
vored) sources more heavily than that coming from other sources.

5. He may not be able to identify all the factors on which his
judgments are based.

Zalkind and Costello caution that these considerations do not imply

that we respond only to the subtle or irrelevant cues or to emotional

factors. We often percei,i on the basis of the obvious, but we are

quite likely to be responding as well to the less obvious or less ob-

jective. The authors point out that one of the most important of the

subjective factors that influence the way we perceive is set. Hilgard

(1957, p. 389) believes that the satisfying of individual needs and

values may lead to perceptual distortion. Personality characteristics,



31

such as rigidity and intolerance of ambiguity, may likewise.determine

how the individual perceives, according to Hilgard.

In discussing further obstacles to accurate observation or per-

ception, Van Dalen (1966, p. 55) suggests that the possibility of per-

ceptual error is always present when the observer makes inferences on

the basis of scanty sensory cues.

Anticipation of an event can also cause him to make a faulty infer-
ence. Strong personal interests tend to make one see only those
things he wants to see. Perceptions, therefore, are subject to dis-
tortions because of the observer's emotions, motivations, prejudices,
mental sets, sense of values, physical condition, and errors of in-
ference.

Past experience is given a prominent place by many authors as an

important factor that influences perception. According to Blake and

Ramsey (1951, p.

an individual's perceptual activity must be fabricated from his cur-
rent organization of personally meaningful and significant experi-
ences. These integrations, which achieve conceptual representation
in the form of the individual's unique organization of internal
sets, beliefs, attitudes, selector tendencies, or hypotheses, are
derived from the ascientific techniques of knowing adapted from the

-past for use in achieving a stable, definite and predictable present.

Cantril (1967, p. 284) introduces somewhat different terminology

in stating that

our perception depends in large part on the assumptions we bring to
any particular occasion. This implies that the meanings and signif-
icancies we assign to things, to symbols, to people, and to events
are the meanings and significances we have built up through our
past experience, and arc not inherent or intrinsic in the "stimulus"
itself.

Smith.and Smith (1958, pp. 223-224) present the concept of per-

ception in total response, pointing out that the organization of the

perceptual world is due to .several different factors. The cerebral car-

tex itself is a remarkable integrative mechanism, they say, enabling the

individual to react to many distinct sensory impuls :s in an orderly
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and meaningful way.

Then; too, the perceptual world is organized in terms of past'experi-
ences and learning. But there are other more immediate factors. that

. help &eterminelwhat the individual shall perceive and how he shall
perceive it--namely, the individual's emotional states, his needs
and drives..:'Perception interacts' with all other phaSes of behayior
to determine total. response.

Straughn (1963, p. 16) suggests several factors which influence

the individual's perception: (1) the sensitivity and, effectiveness of an

individual's sense organs,(2) set and prior experiences and the accom-

panying mental structure developed in each individual, (3) ability to

interpret new experiences by associating or relating them to past experi-

ences, (4) strength of stimulus impingement on the perceiVer, and (5)

memory or ability to recall.

Findings of Related Perception Studies

Fifteen perception studies related to the Cooperative Extension

Service were reviewed in this study. Five of the studies involved coun-

ty commissioners as respondents (Horne, Utah, 1965; White, North Carolina,

1965; Campbell, Oklahoma, 1968; Dowell, Oklahoma, 1970; and Torrance,

Georgia, 1970), four involved state legislators (Blalock, North Carolina,

1963; Smith, North Carolina, 1967; McCown, Florida, 1969; and.White,

Alabama, 1970), four involved respondents engaged in commercial agricul-

cure and/or agribusiness (Lawson, California cotton farm operators,

1959; Griffith, Kansas formula feed operators, 1961; Amburgey, Arizona

commercial fertilizer manufacturer and distributor representatives,

1962; and Lavender, Alabama meat packers and processors, 1964), and two

involved Cooperative Extension advisory committees (Biever, Wisconsin,

1957; and Moore, Montana, 1962;

In the review of literature concerning the above studies, only
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those aspects of the studies relating to Extension program content

(subject matter areas) and clientele were regarded as relating directly

to this study.

Content (Subject Matter) of Extension Programs

The data in Table 1 show rank order comparisons of nine

Extension program areas as perceived by groups studied by Blalock,

Amburgey, Griffith, Moore, Cavender, and White. The nine program areas

listed are broad program areas identified in the Extension publication

The Cooperative Extension Service Today--A Statement on Scope and

Responsibility (1958) and around which many state Cooperative Extension

Service programs have been developed.

In addition to ranking Cle nine program areas according to per-

ceived importance, Griffith (1961, pp. 70-72) also asked the Kansas

formula feed operators to give their opinion as to whether the county

Extension agents should place more effort and emphasis, the same, or

less on each of the nine basic program areas. Only three program areas,

farm and home-management, training and developing leaders, and commun-

ity development were rated as needing more emphasis by more than fifty

percent of the respondents. Livestock and crop production, soil, water,

'mod grass conservation, family -ing, 4-H Club work and youth develop-

ment, and public policies and affairs were rated as needing the same

emphasis by more than fifty percent of the respondents. Marketing of

farm products was rated by forty six percent of the respondents as

needing more emphasis, and by ten percent as needing less emphasis.

Family living was rated as needing more emphasis by only eighteen.per-

cent of the respondents.
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AMburgey (1962, pp. 58-61) also asked the commercial fertilizer-

manufacturer and distributor representatives to rate the same nine.pro-

gram areas in terms of the emphasis-being given at that time to each

area. Conservation, wise use and development of natural resources and

public policies were the only areas which were rated as being under-

emphasized by fifty percent of the respondents. Family living was rated

as under - emphasized by only 12.1 percent while 54.4 percent felt that

the emphasis was about right. More than 66 percent of the respondents

rated the degree of emphasis on 4-H Club work and youth development as

about right while 17.6 percent rated it as under-emphasized.

Dowell (1970, pp. 64-66) presented a comparison of the impor-

tance county commissioners and county Extension staffs placed on each of

the nine program areas in relation to the amount of time and effort

county staffs reported spending on each area. Agricultural production

was rated of first importance by county commissioners and also by coun-

ty staffs in terms of actual time and effort spent in the area. Youth

development was rated second in importance by both groups. Agreement

was rather high throughout, except in leadership development and family

living. Commissioners vie%.ed leadership developmerr.: ac having third

highest priority while count.2 staffs ranked it sixth. On the other hand,

county staffs ranked family living third while commissioners ranked it

eighth County staffs ranked agricultural production, youth development,

and family living first, second, and third, respectively, which obvious-

ly, states Dowell, concurs with the three major program categories in

each county--agriculture, 4-H, and home economics. Both groups consid-

ered public affairs least important of the nine program areas listed.

Smith (1967, pp. 97-100), McCown (1969, pp. 51-56), and White
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(1970, p. 68) all conducted perceptual studies concerning the

Cooperative Extension Service and involving state legislators from

North Carolina, Florida, and Alabama, respectively. Rather than seek-

ing a rank order of the program areas per se, these investigators

showed the legislators a list of the nine Scope Report program areas and

asked them to indicate the three program areas they perceived as the

most important and the three that were the least important to the wel-

fare of their constituents.

The three program areas perceived to be the most important by

the North Carolina legislators were conservation of natural resources,

marketing of farm products, and effiCiency in agriculture. The three

least important program areas were family living, public affairs, and

community and resource development.

The Alabama legislators considered the most important program

areas to be conservation of natural resources, agricultural production,

and marketing; distribution and utilization of agrit4 tltural products.

The three least important program areas were leadership development,

community improvement and resource. development, and public affairs.

The largest number of Florida legislators perceived agricultural

production and marketing, distribution, and utilization of agricultural

products to be the two most important program areas with an equal number

of legislators selecting conservation of natural resources and farm man-

agement as a third. Leadership development, community improvement and re-

source development, and public affairs were selected by more than fifty

percent of the legislators as least important. Twenty percent of the

Florida legislators felt more emphasis should be placed on conservation

of natural resources as a program area while only.fOur percent thought
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the program areas "leadership development" and "public affairs"

had been over-emphasized.

Biever (1957, pp. 91-93), Lawson (1959, pp. 125-126), and

r-----1Torrance (1970, pp. 36-38) chose a different approach to the determina

tion of their respondents' perception of Extension. programs., Each de-

veloped his own list of subject matter areas in contrast to using :the

nine Scope Report areas per se.

Biever asked each Extension advisory committee respondent to

indicate the amount of emphasis which should be placed on twenty dif-

ferent subject matter areas as they perceived the need of emphasis in

the county. Dairy cattle management ranked first, field crops second,

soil management and farm management tied for third, foods and nutrition

ranked.fifth, health and safety sixth, and home management.and home fur-

nishings ranked seventh.: Biever.explained that as most of the agricul-

tural committee ranking the program areas were farmers, one would ex-

pect them to attach a higher degree of importance to subject matter

areas related to agriculture than homemaking.

Lawson asked commercial cotton farmers to express their think-

ing as to the emphasis that various subject matter areas should receive

compared to what wasYthen being done in the county. Fifteen subject

matter areas were listedand the respondents were asked to read them

over and indicate whether they would like to see more emphasis,about

the same emphasis, or less emphasis on each subject matter area. With

the exception of marketing farm products, over fifty percent of the re-

sp6ndents expressed "about the same emphasis" for each of the program

areas. A substantial number, however, felt that more emphasis should

be placed on plant diseases and insect control, consumer education,
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-public affairs; farm management, soil management, and cropping practices.

Torrance was concerned only With selected program areas relating

Lo ho.ae economics work. County commission chairmen established a rank

order of Torrance's nine program areas as shown. in Table 2. Over half

of.the county commission chairmenselectedthree. program areas that

should receive "much" consideration.. These were "foods and nutrition,"

"leadership and citizenship, and "health and safety." "FoOdsand nutri:

tion" was chosen by seventy five percent of the county commission chair-

men to receive "much"donsideration while another twenty four percent of"

the-commissioners thought it should receive "some" consideration.

Horne (1965, p. 35). mailed questionnaires to _county commissioners

and Extension' agents' in eighteen counties in Utah. The respondents were
.

asked tO, indicate the importance they placed on the nine Scope Report-

program areas. plus one additional one, "adult education." The rank

order established by the 'respondents is shown in Table 3.

Clientele of Extension Programs

The data in Table 4 show rank order comparisons of ten

clientele groups by Griffith (1961), Moore (1962), and Amburgey (1962)

and eleven clientele groups by Blalock (1963)',White (1965), Horne (1965),

and Dowell (1970). Tn all of the studies except that of Amburgey, re-

spondents were asked to indicate the amount of time and effort they felt

Extension should'spend with each of the clientele 'groups. AMburgey

asked'respondents:tO rate Extension's responsibility to the Various.

clientele groups.

Other studies relatihg to Extension clientele were conducted by
--7

Lawson (1959), Smith (1967), Campbell (1968), White (1970), and Torrance
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(1970).

When Lawson asked if he commercial cotton farm operators in

California thought Extension should provide educational assistance to

commercial organizations who deal directly with the farmer, ninety-eight

percent of the respondents answered affirmatively. Ninety four percent

said they thought Extension should provide edUcational assistance to

farm organizations, commodity groups, etc. Opinion as to'Extension's

responsibilities to non-farm families was less -decisive, although a con- .

vincing majority of respondents (seventy two percent) felt that Extension

should work with these people .if it, did not require person.al visits from

the farm advisor.

Smith showed North Carolina legislators a card listing .several

clientele groups that might -seek Extension's assistance from time to

time or around which:Extension might develop programs. Each legislator

was then asked to indicate the relative amount of time which he felt

Extension should devote to each of these groups. The clientele were

grouped into (1) farm clientele which included large commercial 1-..-rms,

small subsistence farms, part-time farmers, and farm organizations; and,

(2) non -farm clientele which included businesses serving farmers, agri-

cultural marketing firms, businesses serving all consumers, rural non-

farm families, town and village families, and urban families,

Legislators' responses showed a significant association between

size of business or farm the legislator was associated with and the re-

lative amount of time they felt Extension should devote tolarge com-

mercial farms. Well over half (fifty five percent) of the respondents

associated with large enterprises felt that Extension personnel should

spend a "great deal or most of their time with this group.
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Approximately'one-fourth of those legislators connected With small or

medium size enterprises- felt the large commercial farms. were entitled

to this much time.

There appeared to be a.trend in the direction of greater im-

portance being attached Lo the small subsistence farms as the legisla-

tors' urban orientation increased. This conclusion was supported by the

fact that a much higher percentage of the legislators perceiving their

county ordistrict as being evenly divided (fifty five percent) or

mostly urban (sixty six percent) felt that Extension personnel should

spend a "great deal or most" of their time with the small subsistence

farms than was the case with those legislators perceiving their constit-

uency as mostly rural or completely rural. The same trend was evidenced

with respect to the legislators' place of residence. Sixty one percent

of the legislators from towns of 5,000 - 24,999 population and fifty

nine percent of those in the city over 25,000 category were of the

opinion that Extension personnel should spend a "great deal or most"

of their time with the small subsistence farms. Only about forty one

percent of the legislators from rural farms or villages with popula-

tions of less than 5,000 felt that the organization should devote this

much time to this group.

So far as the non-farm clientele group was concerned, the legis-

lators' responses indicated that degree of involvement with the Extension

Service exerted by far the greatest influence on legislators' perception

in this area. The association pattern was in the directioL of the high-

er the degree of involvement the more importance the respondents

attached to the non -fain groups as being Extension clientele. The one

exception related to businesses serving all consumers, Legislators
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with a low degree of Extension involvement perceived businesses serv-

ing all consumers as a moderately important clientele group. Those who

had a medium amount of involvement with Extension perceived this type

of business as entitled to little or none of Extension's time. As the

legislators' involvement continued to increase, however, the importance

they attached to Extension's working With this group increased to ap-

proximately the same level as that held by the ].ow involvement category.

Legislators' perception of the type of county or district they

represented was the second most important influence on perception re-

garding non-farm clientele. With the exception of businesses serving

farmers and businesses serving all consumers there was a tendency for

the legislators who perceived -their county or district as completely

rural to attach, the greatest importance to the non-farm groups as being

Extension clientele. The legislators who perceived their constituency

to be mostly urban felt that, with the exception of businesses serving

all consumers, Extension should spend the least amount of time with the

non-farm clientele groups. Legislators who perceived their county or

district to be evenly divided (rural-urban) were the ones who felt

Extension should spend the most time working With businesses serving

all consumers. Jt contrast, legislators who perceived their county or

district as being -completely rural or mostly urban were the ones who

felt that Extension.should spend the least amount of time with this non-

farm clientele group.

The legislators' place of residence was significantly associa-

ted with their perception relative to non-farm clientele only in the

case of businesses serving farmers. A higher percentage of the legis-

lators who resided on rural farms perceived this clientele group to be
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entitled to a "great deal or most" of Extension's time than was true

with any of the other residence. categories.

Size of farm or business with which the legislators were asso-

oiated was significantly associated with perception of the amount of

time ExtensiOn should spend with non-farm clientele groups only in the

case of agricultural marketing firms. Those legislators associated

with medium and large size enterprises felt that Extension should spend

a "great deal or most" of the time working with these firms. Only

twenty one percent of those legislators who were associated with small

units felt that Extension should'spend this much time with agricultural

Marketing firms.

Neither the legislators' length of legislative service nor oc-

cupation showed a significant association with perception of the rela-

tive amount of time that Extension should spend with non -farm clientele

groups.

Campbell (1968) asked Oklahoma county commissioners to select

from a list of seven clientele groups the one they felt would benefit

most from specialized Agricultural Extension help The list included

small, subsistence type farmers; average size family type farmers;

agricultural business firms; larger commercial farmers; agricultural

marketing firms; -part-time farmers; farm organizations;*and, there was

provision for "no.response." Data indicated that the commissioners felt

that average size family farmers would receive the most benefit from

specialized Extension help in agriculture, followed by larger commercial

farmers. None of the other clientele groups listed were chosen by more

than 9.1 percent of the commissioners.

White (1970) afaed Alabama legislators to indicate the amount
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'of time and effort the Cooperative. Extension Service should spend with-

each Of fourteen clientele groups, in contrast to the time and el-fort

-the _clientele groups were then receiving. The ranly)rder distribution

Of responses'for increased emphasis is shown in Table 5.: .

Torrance (1970) conducted a study to .determine Georgia county

. commission chairmen's perception of the home economics phase.of the .

Georgia Cooperative Extension Service program. He also involved

Cooperative Extension Service jury as respondents. The rank order of

responses rr!arding time and effort Extension home economists should

spend with selected clientele groups is shown in Table 6.

Over half of the county commission chairmen indicated "much"

time and effort should be spent width "4-H C1ubs1 andryouth," "low in-
,

come and disadvantaged families," "rural farm families," "homemakers

with young children," and "young newly married homemakers."

Eighty two percent of the county commission chairmen and sixty

eight percent of the jury indicated that "much" time and effort should

be devoted to "4-H Clubs and youth." "Four-H Clubs and youth" ranked

highest among clientele groups by both county commission Chairmen and

Extension jury. "Low income and disadvantaged families" was ranked

second by the county commission chairmen with sixty six percent indica-

ting "much" for the relative priority to be given. This.group was
I

ranked seventh by the jury.

"Rural farm families" and "homemakers With young children" were .

the next two ranking Clientele groups for both the commissioners and

jury. "Organized home economics clubs" should receive "much" time and

'effort according toforty three perdent of the county commisdion.chair-

men but only twenty four percent of.the jury indicated Pmuch.".
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"Organized home economics clubs" was ranked sixth by the commissioners

but next to the lowest (eleventh) by the jury. "Rural non-farm

families" and "small town and village familieS" were viewed as the next

most important clientele groups in terms of Extension home economists'

time and effort expended in their behalf according to county commission

chairmen. These groups were rated slightly higher in this respect by

the jury than by the commissioners. The jury ranked "special classes or

interest groups" relatively high (2.5) but this group was rated much

lower (8.5) by the commissioners,

"Urban or city families," "older homemakers and retired people,"

and 'working women" were perceived by the commissioners to be the lowest

ranking groups (tenth, eleventh, and twelfth) from the point of view of

the county Extension home economists' time expenditure. Only ten to

twenty percent of the commissioners indicated "much" for the relative

priority these groups should-receive. The jury also gave thee three

clientele groups the lower priorities.

According to Torrance, even though differences in ranking were

very evident for some clientele groups, the'general level of agreement

between county commission chairmen and the Extension jury was relatively

high. The widest disagreement was shown for the clientele groups

"special classes or interest groups,." "organized home economics clubs,"

and"low income and chLsadvantaged families." Over one-fourth of the

county commission chel.rmen indicated that "none" or "not much" considers-

Lion should be given "urban or-city/f.lmilies," "older homemakers and

retired people," and "working women."
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Summary*

This chapter has presented a review of literature establishing

a framework F,:e the definition of perceptiOn as used in this study. A

discussion of the factors influencing perception has also been included.

In summary, the following points seem to be important in choos-

ing a definition of perception for use in analyzing, understanding, in-

terpreting, and describing perceptual differences observed in this

study:

1. Perception involves the.senses. All man's information about the
world around him (his environment) comes to him by way of the
senses. We react, however, not to a single stimulus but to pat-
terns of stimuli.

2. Since perception involves the senses, it is an individual. matter.
Therefore, there may be as many different perceptions as there
are individuals.

3. Perception involves not only receiving stimuli but interpreting
and describing these stimuli in terms that are meaningful to the,
individual in the light of past experience.

4. Perception must-be considered and dealt with in terms of what the
organism actually experiences and not necessarily what the physi-
cal world contains, or is made up of..

5. Various internal and external factors may profoundly influence
both the interpretation of the stimulus and the response it is
likely to provoke. /

6. Perception is a dynamic, cumulative phenomenon that may be con-
tinually changing within the organism.

The definition by Hilgard, as'cited earlier, appeared to essen-

tially meet all of.these criteria.

Fifteen perceptual studies similar to this study were reviewed.

Each stilt, contained o2e or more of the elements of perception included

in this study.' The findings were presented z.1(1 discussed. ,Difforendes

and similarities in the findings were noted.
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'Hypotheses-of the Study

Within the context of the theoretical. concept of perception,

with a knowledge of the results of fifteen similar studies, and in-pur-

suit of the objective's of this study, the following hypotheses axe-

presented:

1. There is no significant difference between the, county-commission-
ers from the fifteen.most rural counties and the county commis-
sioners from the fifteen Most urban counties concerning the fol-
lowingeight selected personal and social characteristics: (1)

number of years as a commissioner (tenure); (2) main occupation,
(3) level of education, (4) age, (5) residential background, (6)
involvement in Extension programs and/or activities, (7) percep
tion of the economic value of agriculture to the county, and (8)
familiarity with the Cooperative Extension ,Service.

2. There is no association between the county commissioners from the
fifteen most rural counties and the county commissioners from the
fifteen most urban counties concerning their perception of the-
relative importance of selected content and clientele of
Cooperative Extension Service programs in agriculture, home eco-
nomics, and 4-H (youth work).

. There is no association between eight selected personal and so-
cial characteristics of the county commissioners from the fifteen
most rural counties and their perception of the relative impor-
tance of selected Extension program content.

4. There is no association between eight selected personal and so-
cial characteristics'.of the county commissioners from the fifteen.
most'urban counties and their perception of the relative impor-
tance of selected Extension program content.

1

5. There is no association between eight selected personal and so-
cial character'Istics of the county commissioners from thc fifteen
most rural and-the fifteen most urban counties and their percep-
tion of the relaVive importance of selected Extension program
content.

6. There is no association between eight selected personal and so-
cial characteristics of the county commissioners from the fifteen
most rural counties and their-perception of the relative impor-
talce of selected Extension program clientele.

7. There is no association between eight selected personal and so-
cial characteristics of the county commissioners from the fifteen
most urban counties and their perception of tine relative impor-
tance of selected Extension.program clientele.
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2 Theve is no association between cisht,selected personal and so-
cial Characteristics of the Counvy. conOlissiohers from the fitteen

, oost thral and the fitteen oost dtban counties and their perce-p-,

tion ot the relative importance of selected E.tension prograt

clientele.'



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

This chapter presents the research procedures used in this

study. Sections included in this chapter are Population, Preparation

of the Instrument, Pretesting the Instrument, Collection of Data, and

Analysis of Data.

Population

Respondents in this study were county commissioners from thirty

counties in Florida. The counties were divided into two groups, the

.fifteen most rural counties and the fifteen most urban counties accord-

ing to definition given in the 1970 Census of Population-Florida. In

actuality, however, the sixteen most rural and the sixteen most urban

counties were involved because one county in each group refused to par-

ticipate, causing the researche17 to move to the next county in order.

All counties involved had active Extension agricultural, home economics,

and youth programs within the immediate past twelve months prior to the

survey. The total population was 166 county commissioners. One hundred

and fifty county commissioners participated in the study, :roviding a

90.3 percent response. A majority of county commissioners responded'in

each county, The study included the total population, rather than a

sample.
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Preparatidn of the Instrument

A questionnaire composed of three parts was developed for this

study. The first part was designed to identify selected personal and

social characteristics (independent variables) of the county commission-

ers. The second part was designed to determine county commissioners'

perception (dependent variable) of the relative importance of selected

Extension program content. The third part was designed to determine

county commissioners' perception (dependent variable) of the relative

importance of selected Extension program clientele. Both program con-

tent and clientele were presented under sub-headings of agriculture,

home economics, and 4-H (youth work). With one pcssible exception

(main occupation), the entire'qastionnaire was structured such that the

respondent merely checked or circled his choice of an answer. There

were no open-end questions. Questionnaires from several previous studies

were reviewed. The questionnaire involved in this study followed the

type used by Torrance (1970).

Pretesting the Instrument

The questionnaire was reviewed by three Florida Cooperative

Extension Service district agents, four members of the Extension prograM

development and evaluation staff, and revised three times before pre-

testing. The instrument was pretested in July, 1972, by four county

commissioners in each of two different counties. After completing the

questionnaire the county commissioners were asked if the questionnaire

were clear and understandable. They all responded affirmatively with

only one minor consideration suggested by one county commissioner. The

questionnaire was then analyzed further and prepared in final form.
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Collection of Data

The County Extension Director in each of the counties involved

ire the study was supplied with questionnaires, complete with instruc-

tions and an envelope in which to seal the completed questionnaire, to

take.to the County Manager, County Administrator, or Clerk for the

Loard of County Commissioners and request his assistance in administer-

ing the questionnaire directly to the county commissioners. This sys-

tem worked very well with only few exceptions prompting the researcher

to administer the questionnaire directly to the .ounty commissioners.

A district agent colleague administered the questionnaire to two county

commissioners in one cuanty in his district. The questionnaires were

returned to the writer by wail except in :hose few instances in which

they were collected directly by the researcher or his colleague.

Analysis of Data

The questionnaires were pre-coded for computer tabulation. Upon

receipt of the completed questionnaires they were edited for complete-

ness. When all questionnaires were collected the data were punched onto

IBM cards and analyzed at the University of Florida's Computing Center.

The instrument was designed to allow responses to be quantified to pro-

vide greater use of statistical techniques in the interpretation of the

data.

Statistical techniques employed included frequency distributions,

percentages, the chi-square test, and the Spearman rank correlation co-

efficient. A simple scoring system was used to place a quantitative

value on replies that wen?. primarily of a qualitative nature. The fol-

lowing illustration is an exnple of the system employed:
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1_- unimportant

2 - not:very important

3 neutral

4 - important

5 very important.

Where rank orders were desired they were based on total scores which

were obtained by multiplying the number-of respopdents selecting a par-

ticular response times its assigned value.

Frequency. distributions and percentages were used to present the

various elements of the county commissioners' personal data as well as

:the elements of perception by County commissioners from both .rural- and

urban counties. Rank order scores were used for comparison between ru7-

ral andurban counties, using Spearman's rho for .rank correlation

(Siegel, 1956, pp. 202-213). The chi-square test was used to test'the

significance of relatiOnship between the independent aiid dependentyari-

ables. Statistical analysis was based upon the.,05 level of significance;

however, all probability values for.Chi square have been indicated in the

tables.

e,



CHAPTER IV

DATA ANALYSIS

The purpose of this chapter is to identify and compare eight

selected personal and social characteristics of county commissioners

from Florida's fifteen most rural and fifteen most urban counties;

to describe the perceptions of the county commissioners from both rural

and urban counties concerning the relative importance of selected con-

tent and clientele of Cooperative Extension Service programs; and, to

present data testing the eight hypotheses identified in Chapter II.

Personal and Social Characteristics of County Commissioners

Introduction

This section id?mtifies'and compares eight selected personal

and social characteristics of the county commissioner respondents in-

volved in the study.

The null hypothesis relating to this section was: There is no

significant difference between the. county commissioners from the..fifteen

most rural counties and the county commissioners from the fifteen ,:cost

urban counties concerning the following eight selected personal and so-

cial characteristics: (1) number of years as a commissioner (tenure),

(2) nlin occupation, (3) level of education, (4) age, (5) residential

background, (6) involvement in Extension programs and/or activities,

(7) .perception of the economic value of agriculture to the county and,

(8) familiarity with the Cooperative Extension Service.

57
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Tenure as a County Commissioner

Over one-half of the commissioners from urban counties had

served less than four years as opposed to one-third of the commissioners

from rural counties. Thirty seven percent of the commissioners from

rural counties had served between four and eight years as opposed-to-ap-

proximately twenty seven percent of tht-commissioners from urban coun-

ties: Twenty nine percent of the commissionefrom rural counties

had served over eight years while approximately twenty percent of the

commissioners from urban counties had served over eight years.

As shown in Table 7, the null hypothesis of no difference be-

tween commissioners from rural and urban counties as related to tenure

as a county commissioner cannot be rejected.

TABLE 7.--Classification of County Commissioners by Tenure

Tenure-years
Rural Urban

Frequency Distribution Frequency Distribution
(number) (percent) (number) (percent)

Less than 4 years 24 33.3 41 52.6

4 to 8 years 27 37.5 21 26.9

Over 8 years 21 29.2 16 20.5

Total 72 100.0 78 100.0

X2 -.... 5.641 d.f. 2 Not Significant at .05 level

Main Occupation

A factor that might logically have considerable influence upon

a county commissioner's perception is his main or primary occupation.

Approximately sixty one percent of the county commissioners from rural

counties were engaged in occupations relating.to agriculture whereas
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this was true for only about fourteen percent of the commissioners from

urban counties. Almost one-half of the commissioners from urban coun-

ties were non-agricultural businessmen while approximately twenty per-

cent of the commissioners from rural counties were engaged in non-agri-

cultural business as a main occupation. Approximately thirteen percent

of the Commissioners from rural counties were engaged in professional'

occupations as contrasted to nineteen percent of those from urban coun-

ties.

As shown in Table 8, the null hypothesis of no difference be-

tween commissioners from rural and urban counties as related to main oc-

cupation can be rejected at the .01 level of significance.

TABLE 8.--Classification of county commissioners by main occupation .

Main Occupation
Rural Urban

Frequency Distribution Frequency Distribution
(number) (percent) (number) (percent)

Businessman
(non-agricultural) 14 19.5 48.7

Businessman
(agricultural related) 15 20.8 8 10.3

Farmer 29 40.3 3 3.9

Professional 9 12.5 15 19.2
..,.._

Other. 5 6.9 14 17.9

Total 72 100.0 78 100.0

x2 = 39.919 d.f. = 4 Significant at .01 level

Level of Formal Education

Almost seventy one percent of the commissioners from rural coun-

ties had a hip.h school education or less. Eighteen percent attended



GO

college less than four years while only eleven percent attended college:

four or more years. In contrast, approximately twenty two percent.Of

the commissioners from urban counties had a high school education or

less while about thirty six percent attended college less'than four

years and forty two percent attended college four or more years.

As shown in Table 9, the null hypothesis of no difference be-

tween commissionerF from rural and urban counties as related to level of

fol-mal education can be rejected at the .01 level of significance.

TABLE.9.--Classification of county commissioners by level of formal
education

Level of Formal
Education

Less than high
school

High school but
no college

Some college but
less than 4 years

Rural Urban
Frequency Di2'zribution Frequency Distribution.

(number) (perc nt) (number) (percent)

24 33.3 2 2.6

27 37.5 15 19.2

13 18.1

Four years or more
of college 8 11.1

Total 72 100.0

28 35.9

33 42.3

78 100.0

X2 = 42.604 ,d.f. = 3 Significant at .01 level

ti

Over.eighty percent of the county commissioners-from both ruralL___.

and urban counties were between thirty one and sixty years of age. A

(

relatively small number of commissioners from both rural and Urban coun-

ties were thirty years of age or younger while a slightly higher per-

centage of commissioners from rural'countiea were over sixty years of
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As shown in Table 10, the null hypothesis of no difference be- .

tween commissioners from rural and urban counties as related to age can

not be rejected at the .05 level of significance.

TABLE 10.--Classification of county commissioners by age

Age
Rural Urban

Frequency Distribution Frequency Distribution
(number) (percent) (number) (percent)

45 years or younger 22 30.6 35 44.8

46 to 60 years 38 52.8 35 44.8

61 years or older 12 16.6 _8 10.4

Total 72 100.0 78 100.0

x2 = 3.654 d.f. = 2 Not Significant at .05 level

Residential Background

Approximately eighty eight percent of the cauaissioners from

rural counties stated they had spent the most significant portion of

their life either on a farm or in a rural non-farm environment. In con-

trast, only about twenty two percent of the commissioners from urban

counties were in this category. On the other hand, sixty nine percent

of the commissioners from urban counties spent the most significant por-

tiOn of theirlife in towns with a population of over 10,000 persons.

'Less than two percent of the commissioners from rural counties were in

this category. A comparable percentage of commissioners from both rural

and urban counties said they spent the most significant portion of their

life in towns with a population up to 10,000 persons.

As shown in Table 11, the null hypothesis of no difference
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between commissioners from rural and urban counties as related to resi-

dential background can be. rejected at the .01 level of significance.

TABLE 11. -- Classification of county commissioners by residential.
background

Rural Urban
Residential Frequency_Distribution Frequency Distribution,
Background (number) (percent) (number) (percent)

On a farm

-v
Rural, but not
on a farth

Town up to
10,000 persons

Town over
10,000 persons

Total

39 54,2 7 9.0

24 33.3 10 12.8

8 11.1 7 9.0

1 1.4 54 69.2

72 100.0 78 100.0

X2 = 79.051 d.f. = 3 C'gnificant at .01 level

Involvement in Extension Programs and/or Activities

A factor that could logically be considered to influence a coun

ty commissioner's perception of Cooperative,Extension Service programs

is the degree to which he has been'directly involved in Extension pro-

grams and activities. Approximately-one-third of the commissioners from

urban counties stated they had not been directly involved in Extension

programs and/or activities in contrast to only fifteen percent of those

fromJurdi counties. At the same time, twenty seven percent of the com-

missiones from urban counties had been involved in Extension programs

and/or-activities "a lot" in contrast to only eighteen percent of.those

from rural counties. Sixty seven percent of the commissioners from,ru-

ral counties and forty four percent of those from urban counties stated
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they had ---.en directly involved in Extension programs and/or actiitics

"some." Over seventy percent of the commissioners from both rural and

urban counties had been involved directly in Extension programs and/or

activities.

As shown in Table 12, the null hT)othesis_of no difference be-

tween commissioners, from rural and urban court .7.es as related to involve-

ment in Extension programs anu/or activities can be. rejected at the .02

level of significance.

TABLE 12.--Classification of county commissioners by extent of direct
involvement in Extension programs and /or activities

Involvement
Rural

Frequency Distribution
(number) (percent)

Urban
Frequency
(number)

Distribution
(percent)

None 11 15.3 23 29.5

Some 48 66.7 34 43.6

A lot 13 18.0 21 26.9

Total 72 100.0 78 100.0

X2 = 8.281 d.i. = 2 Significant at .02 level

Perceived Economic Value of Agriculture to the County

The perceived economic value of agriculture to the county is

another factor that couLl 'logically be expected to relate directly to a

county commissioner's perception df Extension programs. Au almosc iden-

tical percentage, approximately three percent, of the commissioners from

both rural and urban counties perceived the economic value of agriculture

to their county as "of little importance,'' leaving approx17.mately ninety

seven percent of both groups perceiving the value of agriculture to the

.county as "important" or "very important."'
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As shown in Table 13, the null hypoths4., no difference be-

tween commissioners from rural and urban counties as related to per-

ceived economic value of agriculture to the county cannot be rejected at

the .05 level of significance.

TABLE 13.7-Classification of county commissioners by perceived. economic
jvalue of agriculture to the county

Rural Urban
Perceived Economic Frequency Distribution Frequency Distribution
Value of Agriculture (number) (percent) (number) (perc.ent)

Of little importance 2 2.8 2 2.6

Important 16 22.2 29 '37.2

!ery important 54 75.0 47 60.2

Total 72 100.0 78 100.0

X2 = 3.060 d.f. = 1 Not Significant. at .05 level

Familiarity With the Cooperative Extension Service

AlthouC-,previous data have reflected county commissioners' di-

rect involvement in Extension programs, it is possible for county commis-

sioners to be familiar with the Cooperative Extension Service, to vary-

ing degrees, without actually being directly involved in Extension's pro-

grams and/or activities. The majority of the commissioners from boch

rural and urban counties said they were "familiar" with Extension. A

comparable percentage from both groups said they were "very familiar"

with Extension. A higher percentage of commissioners from urban coun-

ties (twenty six percent) than those from rural counties (seventeen per-

cent) said they were "not very familiar" with the Cooperative Extension

Service.
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As shown in Tale 14, the null hypothesis of no difference be-

tween commissioners from ruzal and urban counties as related to famil-

iarity with the Cooperative Extension Service cannot be rejected at the

.05 level of significance.

TABLE 14.--Classification of county commissioners by familiarity with
the Cooperative Extension Service

Familiarity With
Extension Service

Rural Urban
Frequency Distribution Frequency Distribution

(number) (percent) (number) (percent)

Not very familiar 12 16.7 20 25.6

Familiar 46 63.9 40 51.3

Very familiar 14 19.4 18 23.1

Total 72 100.0 78 100.0

X2 = 2.683 d.f. = 2 Not Sign:ficant at .05 level

Summary

County'commissioners from rural and urban counties showed very

similar personal and social characteristics in some respects but were

very different in others. There was no significant difference in ten-

ure as a county commissioner, age, perceived economic value of agricul-

ture to the county, and familiarity with the Cooperative Extension

Servict.. There was a significant difference, however, in main occupa-

tion, level of formal education, residential background, and ex,rnt of

direct involvement in Extension rrograms and/or activities.

A look at the typical county commissioner from rural and urban

counties helps put the above data in perspective. The typical county

commissioner from the aural counties involveu in this study was between

46 and 60 years of age with almost equal chances that he was serving
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his first, second, third, or more term as a county commissioner. There

was a very stronV pro:)abtlity that he was either a farmer or engaged in

an agriculturally related business. In most instances he spent the most

significant portion of his life on a farm or in a rural non-farm area

and did not attend college. He f..lt very strongly that agriculture was

very important to the economy of the county, had been directly involved

in Extension programs and/or activities, though not a lot, and considered

that he was familiar with the Cooperative Extension Service, though not

"very familiar."

On the other hand, the typical county commissioner from the ur-

ban counties involved in this study vas. between 31 and 60 years of ago

with tho probability very stron.; that he had served less than four years

as a county commissioner. The probability was also very strong that he

was not a farmer or engaged in an agriculturally related business.

was probably a businessman or engaged in a professional occupation. He

spent the most significant portam of his life in a town w,.th a popula-

tion over 10,000 persons and attended college, probably four or. more

years. He felt that agriculture was very important to the economy of

his county though not as strongly as a commissioner from a rural county.

He had been directly involved in Extension programs "some," though not

"a lot," and there was about one chance in three that he had not been in-

volved at all. He perceived that he was familiar with the Cooperative

Extensica Service, though not "very familiar," and chances were about

one in four that he was "not very familiar" with Extension.
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Relative Importance F SolQcted Content and Clieatele
of Extension Programs as Perceived

by Count-- Commissioners

This section contains a rank order distribution of sclecced con-

tent and clientele 2F Extension programs as perceived by county lommis-

sioners from rural and urban coOnties. The rank orders were based on

total scores which were obtained by -;:alltiplying the number of respond-

ents selecting a particular response on the questionnaire times the

value assigned to the response. The rank order scores were used for

comparison and for correlation using Spearman's rho for rank correla-

tion (Siegel, 1956, pp. 202-213).

The null hypothesis relating to this.section was: There is no

association between the county commissioners from the fifteen most rural

counties and the county commissionersfrom the fifteen most urban coun-

ties concerning their perception of the relative importance of selected

content and clientele of Cooperative Extension Service programs in agri-

culture, home economics, and 4-H (youth work).

Agricultural Subjects

Table 15 shows a rank order:distribution of agricultural subjects

as perceived by commissioners from rural and urban counties. The com-

missioners from rural unties ranked "production of agricultural pro-

ducts" first while the urban commissioners rankE.-i "proper use and con-

servation.of natural resources" first. Both rural and urban commission-

ers were in agreement in ranking "marketing of agricultural products"

second. Both groups were in reasonably close agreement in their percep-

tion of the importance of "land use planning." Urban commissioners

ranked it third while rural commissioners ranked it fourth, giving third



T
A
B
L
E
 
1
5
.
.
!
-
-
T
o
t
a
l
 
s
c
o
r
e
 
a
n
d
 
r
a
n
k
 
o
r
d
e
r
 
o
f
 
a
g
r
i
c
u
l
t
u
r
a
l
 
s
u
b
j
e
c
t
s
 
a
s
 
p
e
r
c
e
i
v
e
d
 
b
y
 
c
o
u
n
t
y
 
c
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
e
r
s
 
f
r
o
m

r
u
r
a
l
 
a
n
d
 
u
r
b
a
n
 
c
o
u
n
t
i
e
s

A
g
r
i
c
u
l
t
u
r
a
l

S
u
b
j
e
c
t
s

R
u
r
a
l
 
c
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
e
r
s
l

U
r
b
a
n
 
C
G
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
e
r
s
9

T
o
t
a
l
 
S
c
o
r
e

R
a
n
k
 
O
r
d
e
r
3

T
o
t
a
l
 
S
c
o
r
e

.
R
a
n
k
 
O
r
d
e
r

P
r
o
d
u
c
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
a
g
r
i
c
u
l
t
u
r
a
l

p
r
o
d
u
c
t
s

3
4
1

1
3
4
2

4

P
r
o
c
e
s
s
i
n
g
 
o
f
 
a
g
r
i
c
u
l
t
u
r
a
l

p
r
o
u
u
c
t
s

3
1
0

6
3
2
1

8

M
a
r
k
e
t
i
n
g
 
o
f
 
.
a
g
r
l
;
7
.
A
t
u
r
a
l

p
r
o
d
u
c
t
s
.

3
3
5

2
.
;
4
6

F
a
r
m
 
b
u
s
i
n
e
s
s
 
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t

3
1
3

5
3
3
5

6

L
a
w
n
s
,
 
p
l
a
n
t
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
r
e
e
s

i
n
 
t
h
e
 
y
a
r
d

2
5
6

1
0

3
2
0

9

A
g
r
i
c
u
l
t
u
r
a
l
 
l
a
b
o
r

r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s

2
9
7

9
3
0
2

1
0

M
a
n
a
g
m
e
i
l
t
 
o
f
 
t
i
m
b
e
r
l
a
n
d
s

2
9
9

3
2
6

J

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
a
f
f
a
i
r
s
.
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n

3
0
2

7
3
3
8
'

5

L
a
n
d
'
u
s
e
 
p
l
a
n
n
i
n
g

3
1
9

4
3
4
5

3

P
r
o
p
e
r
 
u
s
e
 
a
n
d
 
c
o
n
s
e
r
v
a
t
i
o
n

o
f
 
n
a
t
u
r
a
l
 
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s

3
2
7

9
3
7
4
 
'

1

2

N
7
2

L
N
 
=
 
7
8

3
 
R
a
n
k
 
C
o
r
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
-
S
p
e
a
r
m
a
n
'
s
 
R
h
o
 
=
'
.
8
4
2

t
 
=
.
 
4
.
4
2

d
.
f
.
 
=
 
8

S
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
 
a
t
 
.
0

l
e
v
e
l

J



69

plac-_: to "proper use and couirvation of natural resources." Both

groups were in almost complete agreement in placing "agricultural labor

relations" and "lawns, plants, and trees in the yard" in ninth and tenth

positions.

As shown in Table 15, the null hypothesis of no association be-

tween commissioners from rural and urban counties concerning agricultural

subjects can be rejected at the .01 level of significance.

Home Economics Subject:.

Table 16 shows a rank order distribution of home economics sub-

jects as perceived by commissioners from rural and urban counties. Ru-

ral and urban commissioners simply reversed their first and second

choice concerning the importance of home economics subjects. Rural com-

missioners gave "job preparation" first place while urban commissioners

placed it second. On the other hand, urban commissioners placed "foods

and nutrition" first while rural commissioners placed it second. Both

groups were in agreement in placing "leadership development" third.

Both groups were in almost complete agreement in placing "cultural arts"

and "renovating furniture" in ninth and tenth positions.

As shown in Table 16, the null hypothesis of no association be-

tween commissioners from rural and urban counties concerning home eco-

nomics subjects n be rejected at the .001 level of significance.

4-H (Youth Work) Subjects

Table 1I showS a rank order distribution of 4-H (youth work) sub=

sects as perceived by collidssioners from rural and urban counties. 'Ru-

ral commissioners ranked "understanding 'public issues" first while urban

commissioners ranked it third. On the other hand, urban commissioners
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ranked "understanding and improving the environment" first while rural

commissioners placed-it.in a seventh place Lie position. The widest di-

versity between the two groups had to do with the subjects "agricultural

skills for boys" and "understanding and improving the environment." The

closest agreement between the two group's involved the subject "career

exploration" which both groups placed in tenth position.

As shown in Table 17, the null hypothesis of no association be-

tween the commissioners from rural and urban counties concerning 4-11

(youth work) subjects cannot be rejected at the .05 level of signifi-

cance.

Agricultural Groups

Table 18 shows a rank order distribution of agricultural groups

as perceived by commissioners from rural and urban counties. There is

very close agreement in the perception of commissioners from rural and

urban counties concerning agricultural groups. In fact, the two commis-.

sioner groups were in complete agreement in ranking the first, second,

third, and fourth place clientele groups. These groups are "average

size family farmers," "small subsistence (low incpme) farmers," "agri-

cultural.commodity organizations," and "homeowners," respectively. The

widest diversity in the perception of te two groups had to do with

"agribusiness firms'!which rural commissioners ranked fifth and urban

commissioners ranked eighth.

As'shown in Table 18, the null hypothesis of no association be-

tween commissioners from rural and urban counties concerning their per-

ception of home economics clientele can be rejected at the .001 level

of significance.
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Home Economics Groups

Table 19 shows a rank order distribution of home economics

groups as perceived by commissioners from rural and urban counties. The

two commissioner groups were in complete agreement in their choice of

"farm homemakers" for top priority. Urban commissioners ranked "low in-
.

come homemakers" second'while rural commissioners ranked this group

third,' Rural commissioners ranked "senior citizens" second while urban

commissioners placed. this group in a tie position for third place. The

widest diversity between thee two groups was found in the urban cormis-

pacestoners' ranking of "homemakers from minority groups" in a third p ace

tie position while rural commissioners ranked this group. sixth. Both

commissioner groups were in complete agreement in ranking "Upper income

homemakers" in tenth position.

As shown in Table 19, the null'hypothesis of no association be-

tween commissioners from rural and urban counties concerning the rela-

tive importance of home economics clientele can be rejected at the .001

level of significance.

4-H (Youth Work) Groups

Table 20 shows a rank order distribution of 4-H (youth work)

groups as perceived by commissioners from rural and urban counties.

Commissioners from both rural and urban counties were in agreement that

"farm youth" make up the most important group to be involved in Extension

youth programs. They were also in agreement that second priority should

be given to "all youth between .9 and 19 years of age." The two groups

were almost in agreement with the third priority group being "low in-

come youth." Commissioners from rural counties placed this group third
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while commissioners from urban counties placed "low income youth"

fourth, behind "all youth '7 to '19 years of age."

As shown in Table 20, the null hypothesis 'of no association be-

tween commissioners from rural and urban counties concerning their per-

ception of the relative importance of youth clientele groups can be re-

jected at the .01 level of significance.

Summary

With the exception of one area, content of Extension programs

for youth, the null hypothesis of no association between the county

comaissioners from the fifteen most rural counties and the county com-

missioners from the fifteen most urban counties concerning their percep-

tion of the relative importance of selected content and clientele of

Extension programs in agriculture, home economics, and 4-H (youth work)

can be rejected. This indicates that with the exception of youth pro-

gram content the commissioners from both groups were in general agree-

Mkant in their perception of the relative importance of selected content

and clientele of Extension programs.
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Association of Personal and Social Characteristics of County Commission-
ers With Their Perception of the Relative Importance of Selected Content

and Clientele of Cooperative Exteniion Service Programs

The purpose of this section is to show the association between

eight personal and social characteristics (independent variables) of the

rural and urban commissioners and their perception of the relative im-

portance of selected content and clientele of Extension programs (de-

pendent variable).

The independent variables are: (1) number of years_as a county

commissioner (tenure), (2) main occupation, (3) lever of formal educa-

tion, (4) age, (5) residential background, (6) involvement in Extension

programs and/oractivities, (7) perceived economic value of agriculture

to the county, and (8) familiarity with the Extension Service,

Introduction

As previously indicated in Chapter 31, perception is influenced

considerably by the experience and environment of an individual. The

eight independent variables in this study are considered by the research-
.

er to relate to a commissioners experience and environment and, there-

fore, to influence his perception, of the content and clientele of

Extehsion programs.

The association of the independent and dependent variables was

analyzed using chi-square techniques. Chi-square values were computed

from actual numerical frequencies. In the chi-square computations N

:for rural counties was 72, N for urban counties was 78, and N for rural

and urban counties (total) was .150. When the expected frequencies were

computed t6 be less than five, categories were collapsed. .This was
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necessary in a number of cases as frequencies were disproportionately

low in the "unimportant" and "not very important" categories. In some

instances the frequencies were so. distributed in the chi-square table

that it was impossible to collapse categories and properly perform a.

chi-square analysis. Chi-square tables in which statistical signifi-

cance was found are presented.in Appendix C.

Program Content.7-Rural Counties

The null hypothesis relating to this section was: There is no

association between eight selected ersonal and social characteristics

of the county commissioners from the fifteen most rural counties and

their perception of the relative importance of selected Extension

program content. Program content was divided into three areas--agricul-

ture, home economics, and 4-H (youth work) with ten elements (subjects)

in each area.

Azricultural Subjects

A summary of association of independent variables with the ten

elements of the dependent variable agricultural program content as per-

ceived by the commissioners from rural counties is shown in Table 21.

Tenure: There was a significant association between tenure and

the agricultural subjects "management of'timberlands" and "land use

planning."

Eight and three-tenths percent of the commissioners with tenure

less than four years rated management of timberlands very, important

while 91.7 percent rated it less than very important. Of those commis-

sloners with tenure between four and eight years, 48.1 percent. rated
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' this subject very important and 51.9 percent rated it less than very

important. Management of timberlands was rated very important by 42.9

percent of those commissioners with tenure over eight years with 57.1

percent of this group rating the subject less than very important.

Of the commissioners with less than four years tenure as a

commissioner, 33.3 percent rated land use planning very important while

66.7 percent of this group rated this subject less than very important.

In contrast, 74.1 percent of those commissioners with tenure between

four and eight years rated land use planning very important and 25.9

percent rated it less than very important. Forty two and nine-tenths

percent of the commissioners with tenure over eight years rated this

subject very important with 57.1 percent rating it less than very im-

portant.

Main Occupation: There was a significant association between

main occupation and the agricultural subject "management of timberlands."

This subject was rated very important by 7.1 percent of the commission-

ers whose main occupation was non-agricultural businessman which group

also rated the subject less than very important. at the 92.9 percent

level. Forty three and two-tenths percent of the-farmers and agricul-

tural related businessmen rated management of timberlands very impor-

tant while 56.8 percent rated it less than very important. Of those

commissioners whose main occupation was professional or "other," 28.6

percent rated the subject very important and 71.4 percent rated it less

than very important.

Level of Education: There was no significant association be-

tween level of,formal education and the ten agricultural subjects.
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Age: There was a significant association between age and the

agricultural subjects "production of agricultural products," "lawns,

plants, and trees in the yard," and "management of timberlands."

Fifty nine and one-tenth percent of the commissioners who were

forty five years of age or unftar rated production of agricultural pro-

ducts very important while 40.9 percent rated it less than -very impor-

tant. Of those commissioners who were over forty five years of age,

86.0 percent rated this subject very-important and 14.0 percent rated

it less than very important.

Lawns, plants, and trees in the yard was rated important and

very important by 45.5 percent of the commissioners who were forty five

years of age or under however 54.5 percent rated this subject less than

important. Seventy four percent of those commissioners over forty five

years of age rated this subject important and 1.Try important while 26.0 .

percent rated it less than important.

Of those commissioners forty five years of age and under, 13.6

percent rated management.of timberlands. very important and 86.4 percent

rated it less than very important. This subject was rated very'impor-
)

tent by 42.0 percent of the commissioners over forty five with 58.E per-

cent rating it less than very important.

Residential Background: There was a'significant association

between residential background and the agricultural subjects "lawns,

plants, and trees in the yard" and "proper use and conservation of nat-

ural resources."

Sixty and three-tenths percent of the commissioners with farm or

rural non-farm backgrounds rated lawns, plants, and trees in the ycrd
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important or very importa,lt while 39.7 percent rated it less than impor-

tant. One hundred percent of the commissioners with "town" residential

backgrounds rate il this subject important or very important.

Of thoQe ck,Tmiss!.oners with farm or rural non-farm backgrounds,

52.4 percent rated proper use and conservation of natural resources very

important and 47.6 percent atea it less than very important. In con-

trast,,one-hundred percent of the commissioners With "town" backgrounds

rated this subject very important.

Invo]vement in Extension Programs: There was no sigriiicant as-

sociation between involvement in Extension programs ar-ifor activities

and the ten agricultural subjects.

Economic Value of Agriculture to ,00unty: 'There was a significant

association between perceived economic Value of agriculture to the coun-

ty and the agricultural subjects. "production of agricultural products"

and "marketing of agricultural products."

Fifty percent of the commissioners who perceived the economic

value of agriculture to the county as of little importance to important

rated production of agricultural products very impOrtant and fifty per-

cent rated it less than very important. On the other hand, 87.0 percent

of the conaissioners who perceived the economic value of agriculture to

the county to be very important rated the production of agricultural

products very important with 13.0 percent rating it less than very im-

portant.

Fifty percent of the commissioners who perceived the' economic

value of agriculture t e of little importance to important rated mar-

keting of agricultural products very important and fifty percent rated
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it lesF. thah veryimportant. In contrast, ,79.6 percent of the commisS-.

.liioners. who perceived the economic value. of agriculture to the county

as- very. important rated marketing of agricultural products very impor-

tant while 24.4 percent of this-group rated this subject less than very
.

. important.

Familiarity With Extension Service: There was no significant

association between familiarity with' theExtension Service and the ten r

agricultural subjects.

Home Economies Subjects

A summary of association of independent variables with the ten

elements of the dependent variable home economics program contenfras

perceived by the commissioners fromrural counties is shown in Table 22.

Tenure : There was no significant association between tenure and

the ten home economics subjects.

Main Occupation: There was a significant association between

main occupation and the home economics subject "leadership development."

This subject was rated very important by 21.4 percent of the,comm4sion-

ers whose main occupation was non-agricultural businessman and 78.6 per-

cent of whom rated the-subjedt less than very important. Thirty six and

four-tenths percent of the farmers and agricultura related businessmen

rated leadership de-Velopment very important and 63.6 percent rated it

less than very impOrtant.- Of the commissioners whose main occupation

was professional or "other," 71.4 percent rated the subject very impor-

tant and.28.6'percent rated it less than very important.

Level Of Education: There was no.significant association be-

tween level of formal education and the ten home economics subjects.
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Age: There was a significant association between age'and the

home economics subject "cultural arts." Of the commissioners forty

five.years of age and under, 22.7 percent rated cultural arts important

or very important, 63.7 percent rated. it neutral and 13.6 percent rated

it unimportant not very important. In contrast 50.0 percent of the

commissioners over forty five years of age rated this.subject important

or very important, 24.0 percent ratedit neutral and 26.0 percent rated

it unimportant or not very important.

Residential Background: There was a significant association be-

tween residential background and the subject job preparation." Twenty .

two and seven-tenths percent of thecommissioners with a farm or rural

non-farm background rated job preparation very huportant.while 58,7 per-

cent rated it less than very huportant. In contrast, 88.9 percent of

the commissioners. with a "town" background rated this subject very im-

portant and 11.1 percent rated it less than very important..

Involvement in Extension Programs : There was no significant as-

sociation _between involvement in Extension programs and/or activities

and the ten home economics subjects.

Economic Value of Agriculture to County: There was no Signifi-

cant association between economic value of agriculture to the county and

the ten home economies subjects.

Familiarity With Extension Service: There. was no significant

association between familiarity with the Extension Service and the ten

home economics subjects.

4-H (Youth Work) Subjects

A summarassociation of independent.variabies with the ten
--7-T
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elements-of the dependent variable 4 -H (youth work) program content as

perceived by the commissioners from rural counties is shown in Table 23.

Tenure: There was no significant association between tenure and

the ten 4 -H (youth work) subjects.

Main Occupation: There was a significant association between

main occupation and the 4-H (youth work)-subiect "understanding econom-

icsand the Atherican business system." Twenty one and four-tenths per-

cent of the non-agricultural businessmen rated this subject very impor-

tant while 78.6 percent rated it less than very important. Thirty

eight and six - tenths percent of thefarmerS'or agricultural related bus-

inessmen rated the subject very important and 61.4 percent.rated it less

than very important. Seventy one and four-tenths percent of the profes-

sional and "other" commissioners rated this subject very important while

28.6 percent rated ;z less than very important.

Level of Education: There was no significant. association be

tween level of formal education and the ten,4-H (youth work) subjects.

Als: -There was slInificant association between age and the

ten 4-H (youth work) s1;Aects.

Pesidential Bask round: There was.no significant association

between residential ba:kground and the ten 4- H.(youth work) subjects.

Involvement in Extension Programs: Thee was no'significant.as-sociation between invovement'inExtension programs and/or activities

and-the ten 4-H (youth Work) subjects.

Economi& Value of A riculture to County:, There was hozignifi-

'cant association between perceived economic-value'of agriculture to the

county and the ten 4-H (youth work) subjects.
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Familiarity With Extension Service: There was no significant

association between familiarity with the Extension Service and the ten

4 -H (youth Work) subjects.

Summary

This hypothesis can be partially rejected in that fourteen of

the 240 combinations of independent variables and commissioners' per-

ception of selected Extension program content were statistical* signir

ficant. The significant associations are summarized in Tables 21, 22,

and 23.

Program Content--Urban Counties

The null hypothesis relating to this. section was: There is no

association between eight selected personal and social characteristics

of the county commissioners from the fifteen most urban counties and

their perception of the relative importance of selected Extension pro-

_ N-1(
Eram content. Program content was divided into three areas7-agricul-

ture, home economics, and 4-H (youth work) with ten elmnents (subjects)
i.

in each area.

Agricultural Subjects

A summary of association of independent variables with the ten.

elements of the dependent variable agricultural program content as per-
,

ceived by the commissioners from urban counties is shown in Table 24.

Tenure: There was no significant association between tenure and

the ten agricultural subjects.

Main Ocamtion: There was no significant association between

main occupation and the ten agricultural-subjects.
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Level of Education: There was a significant association between,

level of formal education and the agricultural subject "marketing of ag-

ricultural products." Of those commissioners whose formal education was

high school or less, 82.4 percent rated marketing of agricultural pro-

ducts very important while 17.6 percent rated it less than'very impor-

tant. Of those commissioners who attended college, 50.8 percent rated

this subject very important while 49.2 percent rated it less than very.

important.

Aae: There was no significant association between age and the

ten agricultural subjects..

Residential Background: There was no significant association

between residential background and the ten agricultural subjects.

Involvement in Extension Programs: There was nosignificant as-

sociation between involvement in Extension programs and/or activities

and the ten agricultural subjects.

Economic Value of Agriculture to County: There was a signifi-

cant association between the perceived economic value of agriculture to

the county and the agricultural subjects "production of agricultural

products," "processing of agricultural products," "marketing of agricul-

tural products," "farm business management," "agricultural labor rela-

tions," "public affairs education," and "proper use and conservation of

natural resources."

Of those commissioners perceiving the economic value of agricul-

ture to the county as of little importance to important, 22.5 percent

rated production of agricultural products very important, 58.1 percent

rated this subject important, and 19.4 percent raid it less than impor-

tant. Of those commissioners perceiving the economic value of



92

agriculture to the county as very important, 74.4 percent rated produc-

tion of agricultural products as very important, 21.3 percent rated this

subject important, and 4.3 percent rated it less than important.

Within the group. of commissioners who perceived the economic

value of agriculture to the county as of little importance to important,

16.1 percent rated processing of agricultural products very important,

43.4 percent rated this subject important while 35.5 percent rated it

less than important. Of those commissioners who perceived the economic

value of agriculture as very important, 59.6 percent rated processing of

agricultural products very important, 29.8 percent rated it imPortant,

and 10.6 percent rated this subject less than important.

Twenty five and eight-tenths percent of the commissioners per-

ceiving the economic value of agriculture to the county as of little im-

portance to important rated marketing of agricultural products very im-

portant while 51.6 percent rated it important. Twenty two and six-tenths

percent rated this subject less than important. Seventy eight and

seven-tenths percent of the commissioners who perceived the value of 'Igr

riculture as very important rated marketing of agricultural products

very important, 19.2 percent rated this subject important while 2.1 per-

cent rated it less than important.

With regard to faun business management, 12.9 percent of the

commissioners perceiving the value of agriculture to the county as of

little importance to important rated it very important, 74.2 percent

rated it important, and 12.9 percent rated it less than important. Six-

ty one and seven-tenths percent. of the col uciissioners perceiving the

value of agriculture as very important rated farm business management

very important, 29.8 percent rated it important, and 8.5 percent rated
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it less than important.

Twelve and nine-tenths percent of the'cOmmissioners who per-

ceived the value of agriculture to the .county as of little importance to

important rated agricultural labor relations very important, 38.7 per-

cent rated it important while 48.4 percent rated this subject less than

important. On the'other hand, 46.8 percent of the commissioners per-

ceiving the value of agriculture as very important rated agricultural

labor relations very important, 31.9 percent rated it important, and

21.2 percent rated it less than important.

Thirty five and one-half percent of the commissioners with the

lower evaluation of the economic value of agriculture to the county.rat-

ed public affairs education very important, 45.2 percent rated it im-

portant while 19.3 percent rated it less than important. In contrast,

59.5 percent of the commissioners with the higher evaluation.of agricul-

ture rated this subject very important, 36.2 percent rated it important,

and 4.3 percent rated it less than im?ortant.

Of those commissioners who perceived the value of agriculture as

of little importance to important, 64.5 percent rated proper use and

conservation of.natural resources very'important while 35.5 percent

rated it less than very important. On the other hand, 91.5 percent of

the commissioners with the higher- evaluation of agriculture rated this

subject very important with 8.5 percent rating it'lets than very impor-

tant.

Familiarity With Extension Service: There was a significant as-

sociation between familiarity with the Extension Service and the agri-

cultural subject "production of agricultural products." Of those com-

missioners who were not very familiar with the Extension Service, 25.0
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percent rated production of agricultural products very important while

75.0 percent rated it less than very important. Sixty percent of the

commissioners who were familiar with the Extension Service rateu This

subject very important and 40.0 percent rated it less than very impor-

tant. Seventy two and two-tenths percent of the commissioners who were-

very familiar with the Extension Service rated production of agricultur-

al products very important while 27.8 percent rated it less than very

important,

Home Economics Subjects

A summary of association of independent variables with the ten

elements of the dependent variable home economics program content as

perceived by the commissioners from urban counties is shown in Table 25.

Tenure; There was a significant association between tenure and

the home economics subject "clothing construction." Of those commis-

sioners whose tenure was less than four years, 51.2 percent rated cloth-

ing construction important or very important while 48.8 percent rated it

as less than important. Fifty two and four - tenths percent of the com-

missioners with tenure between four and eight years rated this subject

important cr very important and 47.6 percent rated it less than impor-

tant. Eighty seven and one-half percent of the commissioners who had

served as commissioner over eight years rated clothing construction im-

portant or very important while 12.5 percent rated it less than impor-

tant.

Main Occupation: There was no significant association between

main occupation and the ten home economics subjects.

Level of Education: There was no significant association
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between level of education and the'ten home economics subjects.

Ac,e: There was no significant association between age and the

ten home economics subjects.

Residential Background: There was no significant association

between residential background and the ten home economics subjects.

Involvement in Extension Programs: There was no significant

association between involvement in Extension programs and the ten home

economics subjects.

Economic Value of Agriculture to County: There was a signifi--

cant association between perceived economic value of agriculture to the

county and the subjects "leadership development" and "job preparation."

Of those commissioners who perceived the economic value of agri-

culture to the county as.of little importance to important, 19.4 percent

rated lcaderahip development very important, 54.8 percent rated it im-

portant, and 25.8 percent rated it less than important. Of those com-

missioners who perceived the economic value of agriculture to the coun-

ty as very important, 59.6 percent rated leadership development very im-

portant, 34.0 percent rated it important, and 6.4 percent rated :"..t less

than important.

Concerning job preparation, 29.0 percent of the commissioners

perceiving the value of agriculture as of little importance to important

rated this subject very important, 51.6 percent rated it important while

19.4 percent rated it less than important. Of those commissioners who

perceived a higher economic value of agriculture to the county, 61.7

percent rated job preparation very important, 31.9 percent rated it im-

portant, and 6.4 percent rated this subject less than important.

Familiarity With Extension Service: There was no signifiCant
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association between familiarity with the Extension Service and the ten

home economics subjects.

4-H (Youth Work) Subjects

A summary of associaticx: of independent variables with the ten

elements of the dependent variable 4-H (youth work) program content as

perceived by the commissioners from urban counties is shown in Table 26.

Tenure: There was no significant association between tenure and

the ten 4-H (youth work) subjects.

Main Occupation: There was no significant association between

main occupation and-the ten 4-H (youth work) subjects.

Level of Education: There was no significant association be-

tween level of formal education and the ten 4-H (youth work) subjects.

Ae: There was no significant association between age and the

ten 4-H (youth work) subjects.

Residential Background: There was no significant association

between residential background and the ten 4-H (youth work) subjects.

Involvement in Extension Programs; There was no significant as-

sociation between involvement in Extension programs and/or activities

and the ten 4-H (youth work) subjects.

Economic Value of Agriculture to County: There was a signifi-

cant association between perceived economic value of agriculture to the

county and the subjects "community development," "understanding and im-

proving the environment," "understanding public issues," "health educa-

tion," and "personal development."

Of those commissioners who perceived the economic value of agri-

. culture to the county as of little importance to important, 19.4 percent
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rated community development very important, 61.2 percent rated it impor-

tant, and 19.4 percent rated it less than important. In the group of

commissioners whose perception of the economic value of agriculture to

the county was very important, 46.8 percent rated community development

vary important, 51.1 percent important, and 2.1 percent less than impor-

tant.

Concerning the subject "understanding and improving the environ-

ment," 35.5 percent of the .commissioners with the lower evaluation of

agriculture rated it very important while 64.5 percent rated it less

than very important. Of those commissioners with the higher evaluation

of agriculture, 70.2 percent rated this subject very important and 29.8

percent rated it less than very important.

Thirty two and three-tenths percent of the commissioners whose

perception of the value of agriculture was of little importance to im-

portant rated public issues very important while 67.7 percent rated it

less than very important. On the other hand, 61.7 percent of the com-

missioners who perceived the economic value of agriculture as very im-

portant rated this subject very important and 38.3 percent rated it less

than very important.

With regard to the subject "health education," 38.7 percent of

the commissioners with the lower evaluation of agriculture rated it very

important while 61.3 percent rated it less than very important. Sixty

six percent of the colmaissioners with the higher evaluation of agricul-

ture rated the subject very important and 34.0 percent rated it less

than very important.

Twenty nine percent of the commissioners who perceived the eco-

nomic value of agriculture to the county as of little importance to
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important rated personal development as. very important, 51.6 percent

rated it important, and 19.4 percent rated it less than important. Of

the commissioners who perceived the value of agriculture to be very im-

portant, 59.6 percent rated personal development very important, 36.2

percent rated it important, and 4.3 percent rated this subject less than

important.

:Summary.

This hypothesis can be partially rejected in that seventeen of

the 240 combinations,of independent variables and canmissioners!' per-

ception of selected EXtension program content were statistically signi-

ficant. The significant associations are summarized in Tables 24, 25,

and 26.

Program Content - -Rural and Urban (Total) Counties

The null hypothesis relating to this section was: There is no

association between eight selected personal and social characteristics

of the county commissioners from the fifteen most rural and the fifteen

most urban counties and their erce tion-of the relative im ortance of

selected Extension program content. Program content was divided into

three areas--agriculture, home economics, and 4-H (youth work) with ten

elements (subjects) in each area.

Agricultural Subjects

A summary of association of independent variables with the ten

elements of the dependent variable agricultural program content as per-

ceived by the commissioners from rural and urban (total) counties is

shown in Table 27.
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Tenure: There was no significant association between tenure and

:the ten agricultural subjects.

slain Occupation: There was a significant association between

main occupation and the following subjects: (1) production of agricul-

tural-products, (2) marketing of agricultural products, (3) farm busi-

ness management, (4) agricultural labor relations, and (5) proper use

and conservation of natural resources.

Fifty five and eight-tenths percent of the non-agricultural bus-

inessmen rated production of agricultural produc;-7 ,:ery important in

contrast to 44.2 percent who rated this subject less than very impor-

tant. Seventy eight and two-tenths percent of the commissioners whose

main occupation was farming or agricultural related business rated this

subject very important while'21.8 percent rated it less than very impor-

. tent. Of those commissioners who held profesSional and "other" posi-

tions, 60.5 percent rated the subject very important while 39.5 percent

rated it less than very important.

Of those commissioners engaged in non-agricultural business,

53.8 percent rated marketing of agricultural products very important and

46.2 percent rated it less than very important. Seventy six and four-

tenths percent of the farmers and agricultural related businessmen rated

the subject very important while 23.6 percent rated it less than very

important. Of the commissioners in professional and "other" positions,

62.8 percent rated this subject very important while 37.2 percent rated

it less than very important.

Thirty two and seven-tenths percent of the non-agricultural bus-

inessmen rated the subject "farm business management" very important,

51.9 percent rated it important, and 15.4 percent rated it less than
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important. Of the farmers and agricultural related businessmen, 60.0

percent rated this subject very important, 30.9 percent Important, end

9.1 percent less than important. Pr-fessional and "other" commissioners

rated farm business management very important at The 41.9 percent level

with 55.8 percent rating it important and 2.3 percent rating it less

than important.

With regard to the subject "agricultural labor relations," 69.2

percent of the non-agricultural businessmen rated it important or very

important while 30.8 percent rated it less than important. Eighty one

and eight-tenths percent of the farmers and agricultural related busi-

nessmen rated this subject important or very important and 18.2 percent

rated it less than important. Of the professional and "other" commis-

sioners, 72.1 percent rated the subject important or -very important

while 27.9 percent rated it less than important.

Eighty and eight-tenths percent of the non-agricultural busi-

nessmen rated proper use and conservation of natural resources very im-

portant while 19.2 percent rated it less than very important. Fifty two

and seven-tenths percent of the farmers and agricultural businessmen

rated it very important with 47.3 percent rating it less than important.

Of those commissioners With professional and "other" positions, 79.1

percent rated the subject very important while 20.9 percent rated it

less than very important.

Level of Education: There was a significant association betWeen

the level of formal education and the following agricultural subjects:

(1) production of agricultural products, (2) processing of agricultural

products, (3) marketing of agricultural products, (4) farm business man-

agement, (5) agricultural labor relations, and (6) proper use and
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conservation of natural resources.

One hundred percent-of the commissioners with a formal educa-

tional level of high school or less rated production of agricultural

products important or very important. On the other hand, 87.8 percent

of the commissioners who attended college rated this subject important

or very important while 12.2 percent rated it less than important.

Nilaty four and one-tenth percent of the high school or less

commissioners rated processing of agricultural products important or

very important while 5.9 percent rated it less than important. Of those

commissioners attending college, 79.3 percent rated this subject impor-

tant or very-important with 20.7 percent rating it less than important.

Ninety seven and one-tenth percent of the commissioners with

high school or less levels of education rated marketing of agricultural

products important or very important while 2.9 percent rated it less

than important. Ou the other hand, 87.8 percent of the commissioners

who attended college rated this subject important or very important

while 12.2 percent rated it less than important.

Of those commissioners with high school or less levels of educa-

tion, 95.6 percent rated farm business management important or very im-

portant while 4.4 percent rated it less than important. Eighty six and

six-tenths percent of those attending college rated this subject impor-

tant or very important with 13.4 percent rating it less than important.

With regard to the subject "agric' ltural labor relations," 86.8

percent of the commissioners who completed high school or less rated it

important or very important while 13.2 percent rated it less than impor-

tant. In contrast, 64.7 percent of those attending college rated this
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subject important or very important with 35.3 percent rating it less

than important.

Sixty and three-tenths percent of the commissioners completing

high school or less rated proper use and conservation of natural re-

sources very important while 39.7 percent rated it less than very impor-

tant. On the other hand, 78.1 percent of those attending college rated

this subject very important with 21.9 percent rating it less than very

important.

Residential BacKground: There was.a significant association be-

tween residential background and the following agricultural subjects:

(1) processing of agricultural products, (2) lawns, plants, and trees in

the yard, and (3) proper use and conservation of natural resources.

Ninety two and one-ha3f percent of those commissioners with farm

or rural non-farm backgrounds rated processing of agricultural products

important or very :_!portant while 7.5 percent rated it less than impor-

tant." Of those whose residential background was "town," 78.5 percent

rated this subject important or very important with 21.5 percent rating

it less than important.

With regard to the subject "lawns, plants, and trees in the

yard," 65.0 percent of the commissioners with farm or rural non-farm

backgrounds rated it important or very important while thirty five per-

cent rated it less than important. In contrast, 88.6 percent of the

commissioners with town backgrounds rated this subject important or

very important with 11.4 percent rating it less than important.

The subject "proper use and conservation of natural resources"

was rated very important by 58.7 percent of the comdssioners with farm

or rural non-farm backgrounds while 41.3 percent of this group rated it
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less than very important. This subject was rated very important by 82.9

percent of the commissioners with town backgrounds with 17.1 percent of

those commissioners rating it less than very important.

Economic Value of Agriculture to County: There was a signifi-

cant association between perceived economic value-of agriculture to the

county and the following subjects: (1) production of agricultural prod-

ucts, (2) processing of agricultural products, (3) marketing of agricul-

tural products, and (4) farm business management.

Of those commissioners perceiving the economic value of agricul-

ture to the county as of little importance to important, 83.7 percent

rated production of agricultural products important -or very important

while 16.3 percent rated it less than important. Ninety eight and one-

tenth percent of the commissioners who perceived the value of agrieul-

ture as ve..iy important rated this subject important or very important

while 1.9 percent rated it less than important.

Processing of agricultural products was rated important or very

important by 73.5 percent of the commissioners who perceived the eco-

nomic value of agriculture to be of little. importance to important.

Twenty six and five-tenths percent of this group rated this subject less

than important. Of those commissioners who perceived the value of agri-

culture to be very important, 92.1 percent rated processing of agricul-

tural products important or very important while 7.9 percent rated it

less than important.

Of those commissioners whose perception of the economic value of

agriculture was of little importance to important, 81.6 percent rated

marketing of.agricultural products important or very important with 18.4

percent rating it less than important. Of those commissioners whose
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perception of the value o1 agriculture was very important, 97.1 percent

rated this subject important or very important with 2.9 percent rating

it less than important.

Farm business management was rated important or very important

by 87.8 percent of the commissioners whose perception of the economic

value of agriculture to the county was of little importance to impottant.

This subject was rated less than important by 12.2 percent of this

group. On the other hand. 92.1 percent of the commissioners who per-

ceived the value of agriculture to be very important rated this subject

important or very important with 7.9 percent rating it less than impor-

tant.

Home Economics Subjects

A summary of association of independent variables with the tan

elements of the dependent variable home economics program content as

perceived by the commissioners from rural and urban (total) counties is

shown in Table 28.

Tenure: There was a significant association between tenure and

the home economics subject "clothing construction." Fifty six and nine-

tenths percent of the commissioners with a tenure of less than four

years rated clothing construction important or very important while 43.1

percent of this group rated this subject less than important. Of those

commissioners who had served as commissioners between four and eight

years, 70.8 percent rated the subject important or very important with

29.2 percent rating it less than important. Clothing construction was

rated important or very important by 83.8 percent of the commissioners

with tenure over eight years while 16.2 percent of this group rated the
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subject less than important.

Main Occupation:. There was a significant association between

main occupation and the subjects "renovating furniture" and "efficient

use of food stamps."

Renovating furniture was rated important or very important by

28.9 percent of the commissioners who were non-agricultural. businessmen.

Within this same group) 71.1 percent rated this subject less than impor-

tant. Sixty percent of the farmers or agricultural related businessmen

rated the subject important or very important with forty percent rating

it less than important. Forty one and eight-tenths percent of the pro-

fessional and "other" commissioners rated renovating furniture important

or very important with 23.3 percent rating it less than important.

Of those commissfLoners who were non-agricultural businessmen,

55.8 percent rated efficient use of food stamps important or very impor-

tant while 44.2 percent rated the subject less. than important. E4.ghty

one and eight-tenths percent of those who were farmers or agricultural

related businessmen rated the subject important or very important while

18.2 percent of this group rated it less than important. Of those com-

missioners whose main occupation was professional or "other," 67.4 per-

cent rated the subject important or very important with 32.6 percent

rating it less than important.

Level of Education: There was a significant association between

level of formal education and efficient use of food stamps. Commission-

ers who completed high school or less rated efficient use of food stamps

important or very important at the 80.9 percent level, with 19.1 percent

of this group rating the subject less than important. Of those commis-

sioners who attended college, 58.5 percent rated efficient use of food
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stamps important or very important while 41.5 percent of this group

rated this subject less than important.

Ave: There was no significant association between age and the

ten home economics subjects.

Residential Background: "There was a significant association

between residential background and the following home economics subjects:

(1) renovating furniture, (2) consumer education, and (3) efficient use

of food stamps.

Fifty five percent of the ::ommissioners with farm or rural non-

farm backgrounds rated the subject "renovating furniture" important or

very important while 45.0 percent rated it less than important. Of

those coDmdssioners whose background was "town," 31.4 percent rated this

subject important or very important with 68.6 percent rating it less

than important.

With regard to the subject "consumer education," 93.7 percent

of the commissioners with farm or rural non-farm backgrounds rated it

important or very important while 6.3 perceut rated it less than impor-

tant. Of those commissioners with town backgrounds, 84.3 percent rated

this subject important or very important with 15.7 percent rating it

less than important.

Seventy eight and seven-tenths percent of the commissioners with

farm or rural backgrounds rated efficient use of food stamps important

or very important while 21.3 percent rated it less than important. On

the other hand, 57.1 rercent of those with a town background rated this

subject important or very important with 42.9 percent rating it less

than important.

Involvement in Extension Programs: There was no significant



association between involvement in Extension programs and/or activities

and the ten home economics subjects.

Economic Value of Agriculture to County: There was a signifi-

cant association between perdeived economic value of agricdlture to the

county and the home economics subject "leadership development." Of

those commissioners who perceived the economic value of agriculture to

the county as being of little importance to important, 83.7 percent

rated leadership development important or very important and 16.3 per-

cent rated it less than important. Ninety five percent of the commis-

sioners who perceived the economic value of agriculture as being very

important rated this subject important or very important with five per-

cent rating it less than important.

Familiarity With Extension Service: There was a significant

association between familiarity with the Extension Service and the home

economics subject "consumer education." Of those commissioners who were

not very familiar with the'Extension Service, 84.4 percent. rated consum-

er education important or very important and 15.6 percent rated it less

than important. Of the commissioners who were familiar with Extension,

87.2 percent rated this subject important or very important while 12.8

percent rated it less than important. Of those commissioners who were

very familiar with Extension, one hundred percent rated consumer educa-

tion important or very important.

4-H (Youth Work) Subjects

A summary of association of independent variables with the ten

elements of the dependent variable 4-H (youth work) program content as

perceived by the commissioners from rural and urban (total) counties is
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shown in Table 29.

Tenure: There was no significant association between tenure and

the ten 4-H (youth work) subjects.

Main Occupation: There was no significant association between

main occupation: and the ten 4 -H (youth work) subjects.

Level of Education: There was a significant association between

level of formal education and the following subjects: (1) agricultural

skills for boys, (2) understanding public issues, and (3) food-nutrition.

Of those commissioners whose highest level of formal education

was high school or less, 98.5 percent rated agricultural skills for boys

important or very important while 1.5 percent rated this subject less

than important. In contrast, 89.1 percent of the commissioners who at-

tended college.rated agricultural skills for boys important or very im-

portant with 10.9 percent of this group rating it less than important.

With regard to the subject "understanding public issues," 97.1

percent of the commissioners completing high school or less rated it

important or very important while 2.9 percent rated it less than impor-

tant. Ninety and two-tenths percent of the commissioners attending col-

lege rated this subject important or very important while 9.8 percent

rated it less than important.

The subject "food-nutrition" was rated important or very impor-

tant by 98.5 percent of the commissioners at the high school or less

level while 1.5 percent rated it less than important. In contrast, 86,6

percent of the commissioners who attended college rated this subject im-

portant or very important with 13.4 percent of this group rating it less

than important.
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Age: There was no significant association between age and the

ten 4-11 (youth Irk) subjects.

Residential BackZround: There was a significant association be-

tween residential background and the 4-H (youth work) subject "agricul7

tural skills for boys." Ninety seven and one-half percent of the .com-

missioners with farm or rural non-farm backgrounds rated this subject

important or very important. Two and one-half percent rated it less

than important. In contrast, 88.6 percent of the commissioners with

"town" backgrounds rated this subject important or very important while

11.4 percent rated it less than important.

Involvement in Extension Programs: There was no significant as-

sociation between involvement in Extension programs and/or activities

and the ten 4-H (youth work) subjects.

Economic Value of Agriculture to County: There was a signifi-

cant association between economic value of agriculture to the county and

the folThwing s'Jbjects: (1) community development, (2) understanding

public issues, (3) health education, and (4) personal development.

Of those commissioners who perceived the economic value of .agri-

culture to the county as of little importance to important, 87.8 percent

rated community development important or very important while 12.2 per-

cent of them rated it less than important. In contrast, 96.1 percent of

the. commissioners who perceived agriculture to be very important to the

county rated this subject important or very important with 3.9 percent

rating it less than important.

The subject "understanding public issues" was rated important or

very important by 87.7 percent of the commissioners who perceived agri-

,culture to be of little importance to important. Twelve and three-tenths
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percent of this group rated this subject less than important. Ninety

six percent of the commissioners who perceived agriculture to be very

important rated understanding public issues important or very importa

with the other four percent rating it less than important.

Health education was rated important or very important by 87.8

percent of the commissioners who perceived the value of agriculture to

the county as of little importance to important while 12.2 percent of

the group rated this subject less than important. In contrast, 98.0

percent of the commissioners who perceived the value of agriculture to

be very important rated health education important or very important,

leaving two percent that rated it less than important.

Of those commissioners who perceived the value of agriculture as

of little importance to important, 81.6 percent rated personal develop-

ment important or very important while 18.4 percent rated it less than

important. Of those commissioners who perceived the economic value of

agriculture to the county to be very important, 96.1 percent rated per-

sonal development important or very important with 3.9 percent rating it

less than important.

Familiarity With Extension Service: There was no significant

associatfon between familiarity with the Extension Service and the ten

4-H (youth work) subjects.

Summary

This hypothesis can be partially rejected in that 35 of the 240

combinations of independent variables ana commissioners' perception of

selected Extension program content were statistically significant, The

significant associations are summarized in Tables 27, 28, and 29.



116

Program Clientele--Rural Counties

The null hypothesis relating to this section was: There is no

association between eight selected personal and social. characteristics

of the county commissioners from the fifteen most rural counties and

their percep_tion of the relative importance of selected Extension pro-

gram clientele. Program clientele was divided into three areas--agri-

culture, home economics, and 4-H (youth work) with ten elements (clien-

tele groups) in each area.

Agricultural Clientele

A summary of association of independent variables with the ten

elements of the dependent variable agricultural program clientele as

perceived by the commissioners from rural counties is shown in Table 30.

Tenure: There was no significant association between tenure and

the ten agricultural clientele groups.

Main Occupation: There was a significant association between

main occupation and the agricultural clientele group "part-time farm-

ers." Of those commissioners whose main occupation was non-agricultur-

al businessman, 57.1 percent rated part-time farmers imrortant or very

important and 43.9 percent rated this group less than important. Seven-

ty five percent of the farmers and agricultural related businessmen

rated part-time farmers important or very important with 25.0 percent

rating them less than important. Of the commissioners who were en-

gaged in a professional business and those engaged in "other" main oc.r.

cupations,. 35.7 percent rated part-time farmers important or very impor-

tant and 64.3 percent rated them less than important.

Level. of Education: There was a significant association between
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level of formal education and the agricultural clientele group "part-.

time farmers," "local (domestic) farm laborers," and "migrant farm la-

borers."

Seventy two and one-half percent of those commissioners whose

highest level of formal education was high school or less rated part-

time farmers important or very important while 27.5 percent rated this

group less than important. Of those commissioners who attended college

42.9 percent rated part-time farmers important or very important and

57.1 percent rated this group less than important.

Local (domestic) farm laborers were rated important or very im -.

portant by 87.7 percent of the commissioners completing high school or

less while 15.7 percent of this group rated the laborers less thal im-

portant. Thirty eight and one-tenth percent of those commissioners at-

tending college rated this agricultural clientele group important or

very important and 61.9 percent rated them less than important.

Thiry seven and thre.1-tenth5 percent of the commissioners com-

pleting high school or less rated migrant farm laborers important or

very important, 33.3 percent rated this clientele group neutral, and

29.4 percent rated them unimportant or not very important. On the other

hand, 23.8 percent of the commissioners who attended college rated mi-

grant farm laborers important or very important, 66.7 percent rated

them neutral, and 9.5 percent rated them unimportant or not very impor-

tant.

Age: There was a significant association between age and the

agricultural clientele groups "homeowners" and "migrant farm laborers."

Four and one-half percent of the commissioners who were forty

five years of age or under rated homeowners very important, 54.6 percent
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rated them important, and 40.9 percent rated this group less than impor-

tant. LLL eontras' 34.0 percent of the commissioners who were over for-

ty five years of age rated homeowners very important, 54.0 percent rated

them important, and 12.0 percent rated them less than important.

Of those commissioners who were forty five years of age and un-

der, 22.7 percent rated migrant farm laborers important or very impor-

tant and 77.3 percent rated this group less than important. Of those

over forty five, 38.0 percent rated the laborers important or very im-

portant and 62.0 percent rated them less than important.

Residential Background: There was no significant association

between residential background and the ten agricultural clientele

groups.

Involvement in Extension Programs: There was no significant

association between involvement in Extension programs and/or activities

and the ten agricultural clientele groups.

Economic Value of Agriculture to County: There was a signifi-

cant association between perceived economic value of agriculture to the

county and the agricultural clientele group "migrant farm laborers." Of

those commissioners who perceived the economic value of agriculture to

the county to be of little importance to important, 55.6 percent rated

migrant farm laborers as important or very important and 44.4 percent

rated them less than important. Of those commissioners who perceived

the value of agriculture to be very important, 25.9 percent rated mi-

farm laborers important or very important while 74,1 percent rated them

less than important.
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Home 'Economics Clientele

A summary of association of independent variables with the ten

elements of the dependent variable hothe economics clientele as per-

ceived by the commissioners from rural counties is shown in Table 31.

Tenure: There was a significant association between tenure and

the home economics clientele group "homemakers from minority groups."

Of those commissioners with tenure less than four years, 87.5 percent

rated homemakers from minority groups important or very important with

12.5 percent rating this group less than important. This clientele

group was rated important or very important by 59.2 percent of those

commissioners who had served as commissioners between four and eight

years while 40.8 percent of this group rated the minority homemakers

less than important. Of those commissioners who had served over eight

years, 90.5 percent rated this clientele group important or very impor-

tant and 9.5 percent rated them less than important.

Main Occupation: There was no significant association between

main occupation and the ten home economics clientele groups.

Level of Education: There was no significant association be-

tween level of formal education and the ten home economics clientele

groups. 441,

Age: There was no significant association between age and the

ten home economics clientele groups.

Residential Background: There was no significant association

between residential background and the ten home economies clientele

groups.

Involvement in Extension Programs: There was a significant as-

sociation between involvement in Extension programs and /or activities
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and the home economics clientele group "upper income homemake'rs." Of

those commissioners who had not been involved in Extension programs or

activities at all, 54.5 percent rated upper income homemakers important

or very important and 45.5 percent rated them less than important. Com-

missioners who had been involved in Extension programs or activities

"some" rated the upper income homemakers important or very important at

66.7 percent while 33.3 percent rated them less than important. Of

those commissioners who had been involved "a lot," 15.4 percent rated

upper income homemakers important or very important while 84.6 percent

rated them less than. important:

4-H (Youth Work) Clientele

A summary of association of independent variables with the ten

elements of the dependent variable 4-H (youth work) program clientele

as perceived by the commissioners from rural counties is shown in Table

32.

Tenure: There was no significant association between tenure and

the ten 4-11.(youth work) Clientele' groups.

Main Occupation: There was no significant association between

main occupation and the ten 4-H (youth work) clientele groups.

:.Level of Educaticn: There was. no significant association be-

tween level of formal; education and the ten 4-H (youth work) clientele

'groups.'

',Ape: 'There was a significant association between age and the

4-H (youth work) clientele groups "urban and city youth" and "youth

from upper income families."

Of those commissioners forty five years of age and under, 13.6
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percent rated urban and city youth very important, 36.4 percent rated

them important, and 50.0 percent rated them less than important. In

contrast, 24.0 percent of the commissioners over forty five rated the

urban and city youth very important, 58.0 percent rated them important,

and 18.0 percent rated them less than important.

Thirteen and six-tenths percent of the commissioners forty five

and under rated youth from upper income families very important, 31.8

percent rated them important, and 54.6 percent rated this group less

than important. Of the "over forty five" year age group of commission-

ers, 26.0 percent rated the upper income youth very important, 58.0 per-

cent rated them important, and 16.0 percent rated them less than impor-

tant.

Residential Background: There was no significant association

between residential background and the ten 4-H (youth work) clientele

groups.

Involvement in Extension Programs: There was no significant as-

sociation between involvement in Extension programs and/or activities

and the ten 4-H (youth work) clientele groups.

Economic Value of Agriculture to County: There was no signifi-

cant association between perceived economic value of agriculture to the

county and the ten 4-H (youth work) clientele groups.

Familiarity With Extension Service: There was no significant

association between familiarity with the Extension Service and the ten

4-H (youth wbrk) clientele groups.

Suifunary

This hypothesis can be partially rejected in that eleven of the
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240 combinations of independent variables and commissioners' perception

of selected Extension program clientele were statistically significant.

The significant associations are summarized in Tables 30, 31, and 32.

Program Clientele--Urban Counties

The null hypothesis relating to this section was: There is no

association between eight selected personal and social characteristics

of the county commissioners from the fifteen most urban counties and

their perception of the relative importance of selected Extension pro-

gram clientele. Program clientele was divided into three areas--agri-

culture, home economics, and 4-H (youth work) with ten elements (clien-

tele groups) in ear.th area.

Agricultural Clientele

A summary of association of independent variables with the ten

elements of the dependent variable agricultural clientele as perceived

by the commissioners from rural counties is shown in Table 33.

Tenure: There was no significant association between tenure and

the ten agricultural clientele groups.

Main Occupation: There was no significant association between

main occupation and the ten agricultural clientele groups.

Level of Education: There was no significant association be-

tween level of formal education and the ten agricultural clientele

groups.

Age: There was no significant association between age and the

ten agricultural clientele groups.

Residential Background: There was no significant association

between residential background and the ten agricultural clientele
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groups.

Involvement in Extension Programs: There was a significant as-

sociation between involvement in Extension programs and/'-'r activities

and the agricultural clientele group "agricultural commodity organiza-

tions." Of those commissioners whose involvement in Extension programs

was categorized as "none," 13.1 percent rated agricultural commodity or-

ganizations very important while 86.9 percent rated them less than im-

portant. Of those whose involvement was categorized as. "some," 14.7

percent rated this clientele-group very important while 85.3 percent

rated them less than very important. Of those Whose involvement was

categoriZed'"a lot," 47.6 percent rated agricultural. commodity organiza-

tions very important and 52.4 percent rated them less than very impor-

tant.

Economic Value of Agriculture to County: There was a signifi-

cant association between perceived economic value of agriculture to the

county and the following agricultural clientele groups: (1) large com-.

mercial farmers, (2) agiibusiness firms, (3) agricultural commodity or-

ganizations. (4) homeowners, (5) local (domestic) farm laborers, and (6)

migrant farm laborers.

Large coumiercial farmers were rated very important by 12.9 per-

cent of the commissioners who perceived the economic value of agricul-

ture to the county as of little importance to important. Thirty five

and one-half percent of the commissioners rated this clientele group im-

portant, 25.8 percent neutral, and 25.8 percent unimportant or not very

important. Of those commissioners who perceived the economic value of

agriculture to the county as very important, 29.8 percent rated large

commercial farmers very important, 55.3 percent importEnt, 8.5 percent
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neutral, and 6.4 percent unimportant or not very important.

Commissioners perceiving thevalue of agriculture to the county

to be of little importance to important rated agribusiness Hfrets very

important at the 6.4 percent level, with 48.4 percent of this commis-

sioner group rating agribusiness firms important, 12.9 percent neutral,

and 32.3 percent unimportant oz not very important. On the other hand,

17.0 percent of the commissioners who perceived the value of agricul-

ture as very important rated this clientele group very important, 57.5

percent rated them important, 19.1 percent rated thrx neutral, and 6.4

percent rated them unimportant or not very important.

Twelve and nine- tenths percent of the commissioners with the

lower perception of the value of agriculture to the county rated agri-

cultural commodity organizations very important, 58.1 percent important,

and 29.0 percent less than important. Of those commissioners perceiving

the value of agriculture to be vary important, 29.8 percent rated agri-

cultural commodity organizations very important, 61.7 percent important,

and 8.5 percent less than important.

Six and one-half percent of the commissioners whose perception

of agriculture was of little importance to important rated homeowners

very important, 67.7 percent rated them important, and 25.8 percent

rated them unimportant or not very important. On the other hand, 27.7

percent of those whose perception of the value of agriculture was very

important rated homeowners very important while 44.6 percent rated them

important and 27.7 percent rated them unimportant or not very important.

Three and two-tenths percent of the commissioners perceiving the

value of agriculture to be of little importance to important rated local

(domestic) farm laborers very important as a clientele group, 61.3
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percent rated them important, 16.1 percent rated them neutral, and 19.4

percent rated them unimportant or not very important. In contrast, 25.5

percent of the commissioners whose perception of the value of agricul-

ture was very important rated this clientele group very important, 53.2

percent rated them important, 14.9 percent neutral, and 6.4 percent un-

important or not very important.

Migrant farm laborers were rated very important by 9.7 percent

of the commissioners with the lower perception of the value of agricul-

ture while 38.7 percent of this group rated migrant laborers tmportant

25.8 percent rated them neutral, and 25.8 percent rated them unimportant

or not very important. In contrast, 27.7 percent of the commissioners

with the higher perception of the valUe of agriculture rated migrant la-

borers very important, 44.6 percent rated them important, 21.3 percent

neutral, and 6.4 percent unimportant or not very important.

Familiarity With Extension Service: There was a significant as-

sociation between familiarity with the Extension Service and the agri-

cultural clientele groups "small subsistence farmers" and "agricultural

commodity organizations."

Sixty percent of the commissioners who were not very familiar

with the Extension Service rated small subsistence farmers very impor=

taut while 40.0 percent rated them less than very important. Of those

commissioners who were familiar with the Extension Service, 22.5 percent

rated small subsistence farmers very important and 77.5 percent rated

them less than very important. Forty four and four-tenths percent of

the commissioners who were very familiar with the Extension Service

rated this clientele group very important while 55.6 percent rated them

less than very important.
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Fifteen percent of the commissioners 1.1/ho were familiar with

Extension rated agricultural commodity organizations very important with

85.0 percent rating them less than very important. Commissioners who

were familiar with Extension placed the same ratings on this clientele

group while commissioners who were very familiar with Extension rated

agricultural commodity organizations equally very important and less

than very important.

Home Economics Clientele

A summary of association of independent variables with the ten

elements of the dependent variable home economics program clientele as

perceived by the commissioners from urban counties is'shown in Table 34.

Tenure: There was a significant association betWeen tenure and

the home economics clientele group "low income homemakers." Of those

commissioners with tenure less than four years, 26.8 percent rated low

income homemakers very important while 73.2 percent rated them less than

very important. Fourteen and three-tenths percent of the commissioners

with tenure tetween four and eight years rated this clientele group very

important and 85.7 percent rated them less than very important. In con-

trast, 56.2 percent of the commissioners with tenure over eight years

rated low income homemakers very important and 43.8 percent rated them

less than very important;

Main Occupation: There was no significant association between

main occupation and the ten home economics_ clientele groups.

Level of Education: There was no significant association be-

, tween level of formal, education and the ten home economics clientele

groups.
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Age: There was no significant association between age and the

ten home economics clientele groups.

Residential Background: There was no significant association

between residential background and the ten home economics clientele

groups.

Involvement in Extension Programs: There was no sigrificantas-

sociation between involvement in Extension programs and/or activities

and the ten home economics clientele groups.

Economic Value of Agriculture to County: There was no signifi-

cant association between perceived economic value of agriculture, to the

county and the ten home economics clientele groups.

Familiarity With Extension Service: There was a significant as-

,
sociation between familiarity with the Extension Service and the home

economics clientele group "urban and city homemakers." Within the group

of commissioners who were not very familiar with the Extension Service

40.0 percent of the commissioners rated urban and city homemakers impor-

tant or very important while 60.0 percent rated them less than important.

Of those commissioners who were familiar with Extension, 70.0 percent

rated this clientele group important or very important and 30.0 percent

rated them less than impOrtant. Commissioners who were very familiar

with Extension responded with 44.4 percent rating urban and city home-

makers important or 7ery important and 55.6 percnt rating them less

than important.

4-H (Youth Work) 'Clientele

A summary of association of independent variables with the ten:

elements of the dependent variable 4-H (youth work) clientele as
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perceived by the commissioners from urban counties is shown in Table 35.

Tenure: There, was no significant association between tenure and

the ten 4-H (youth work) clientele groups.

Main Occupation:' There was no significant association between

'main occupation and the ten 4-H (youth work) clientele groups.

Level of Education: There was no significant association be-

tween level of formal education and the ten 4 -H (youth work). clientele

groups.

Age: There was no significant association between age and.the

ten 4-H (youth work) clientele groups.

Residential Background: There was no significant association

between residential background and the ten 4-H (youth work) clientele

groups.

Involvement in Extension Programs: There was a significant as-

sociation between involvement in Extension programs and/or activities

and the following 4-H (youth work) clientele groups: .(1) farm youth,

(2) rural non-farm.youth, (3) all youth between nine and nineteen years

of age, and (4) all youth between seven and nineteen years of age.

Forty three. and one-half percent of the commissioners who had

not been involved in Extension programs rated farm youth very important

and 56.5 percent rated them less'than very important. Twenty six and

one-half percent of those who had been'involved "some" rated this group

very important while 73.5 percent rated them less than very important.'

Of those commissioners who had been involved in Extension programs and/

or activities "a lot," 61.9'percent rated farm youth very important with

38.1 percent rating them less than very important.

With regard to rural non-farm youth, 60.9 percent of the
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conmissioners who had not been involved in Extension programs rated

them important or very important with 39.1 percent rating them less than

important. Of those commissioners who had been involved "some," 73-.5

percent rated this group important or very important and 26.5 percent

rated them less than important. Of that group -of commissioners that had'

been involved "a lot,' 85.7 percent rated rural non-farm youth important

or very important while 14.3 percent rated them less than important.

Twenty one and seven-tenths percent of the colmaissioners who had

not been involved in Extension programs rated all youth between nine and

nineteen years of age very important and 78.3 percent rated them less

than very important. Forty four and one-tenth percent of the commis-

sioners who had been involved "some" rated this group very important

while 55.9 percent rated them less than very important. Of that group

of commissioners who had been involved "a lot," 61.9 percent rated this

clientele group very important and 38.1 percent rated them less than

very important.

All youth between seven and nineteen years of age were rated

--very important by 17.4 percent of the commissioners who had not been in-

volved in Extension programs while 82.6 percent rated them less than

very important. Thirty eight and two-tenths percent of those commis-

sioners who had been involved "some" rated youth between seven and nine-

teen years of age very Hportant and 61.8 percent rated them less than

very important. Of those commissioners who were involved "a lot," 57.1

percent rated this clientele group very important and 42.9 percent rated

them less than very important.

Economic Value of Agriculture to County! There was a signifi-

cant association between perceived economic value of agriculture to the
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county and the 4-H (youth work) clientele group "all youth between sev-

en and nineteen years of age." Of those commissioners who perceived

the value of agriculture to be of little importance to important, 19.4

perceat rated this clientele group very important, 64.5 percent impof-

tant, and 16.1 percent less than important. In contrast, 48.9 percent

of the comnissioners who perceived the. value of agriculture to be very

important rated tlis group very important, 40.4'percent important, and

10.7 percent less than important.

Familiarity With Extension Service: There was a significant

association between familiarity with the Extension Service and the cli-

entele groups."rural non-farm youth," "small town and village youth,"

and "all youth between nine and nineteen years of age."

Commissioners who were not very familiar with the Extension

Service were equally divided, 50.0 percent each, in their rating of ru-

ral non-farm youth as important or very important and less than impor-

tant. Eighty percent of the commissioners who were familiar with

Extension rated this group important or very important and 20.0 percent

rated them less than important. Of those commissioners who were very

familiar with Extension, 83.3 percent rated rural non-farm youth impor-

tant or very important and 16.7 percent rated them less than important.

Fifty five percent of the commissioners who were not very famil-

iar with Extension rated small town and village youth important or very

important while 45.0 percent rated them less than important. Of those.

commissioners who were familiar with Extension, 82.5 percent rated this

group important or very important and 17.5 percent rated them less than

important. Eighty three and three-tenths percent of the commissioners

who were very familiar with Extension rated the small town and village
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youth important or very important while 16.7 percent rated them less

than important-.

Twenty percent of the cunnissioners who were not very familiar

with Extension rated all youth between nine and nineteen years of age

very important and.80.0 percent rated them less than very important.

Forty five percent of those who were familiar with Extension rated this

group very important with 55.0 percent rating it less than very impor-

tent. Sixty one and one -tenth percent of the commissioners who were

very familiar with Extension rated this clientele group very important

while 38.9 percent rated them less than very important.

Summary

This hypothesis can be partially rejected in that nineteen of

the 240 combinations of independent variables and commissioners' percep-

tion of selected Extension program clientele were statistically signifi-

cant. The significant associations are summarized in Tables 33, 34, and

35.

Program Clientele- -Rural and Urban (Total) Counties

The null hypothesis relating to this section was: There is no

association between eight selected personal and.social characteristics

of the county commissioners from the fifteen most rural and the fifteen

most urban counties and their perception of the relative importance of

selected Extension program clientele. Program clientele was divided in-.

to three areas-agriculture, home economics, and 4-H (youth work) with

ten elements (clientele groups) in each area.
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Wicultural Clientele

A summary of association of independent variables with the ten

elements of the dependent variable agricultural clientele as perceived

by the commissioners from rural and urban (total) counties is shown in

Table 36.

Tenure: There was no significant association between tenure and

the ten agricultural clientele groups.

Main Occupation: There was a significant association between

mainoccupation and the following agricultural clientele groups: (1)

large commercial farmers, (2) average size family farmers, (3) small

subsistence farmers, and (4) local (domestic) farm laborers.

Nine and six-tenths percent of the commissioners who were non-

agricultural businessmen rated large commercial farmers very important,

61.5 percent rated them important, and 28.9 percent rated this clien-

tele group less than important. Of those commissioners who were farmers

or agricultural related businessmen, 21.8 percent rated large cbilwle:7cial

farmers very important, 58.2 percent rated them important, and -20.0 per-

cent rated them less than important. Of those commissioners who were

engaP.ed in professional or "other" occupations, 34.8 percent rated large

commercial farmers very important,. 37.2 percent impor!:ant, and 28.0 per-

cent less than important.

Thirty and seven-tenths percent of the non-agricultural busi-

nessmen rated average size family farmers very important, 46.2 percent

rated them important, while 23.1 percent rated this group less than in-

portant. Fifty two and seven - tenths percent of the farmers and agricul-

tural related businessmen rated this clientele group very important,
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45.5 percent important, and 1.8 percent less than important. Of those

commissioners holding professional or "other" primary occupations, 48.S

percent rated average size family farmers very important, 39.6 percent

rated them important, and 11.6 percent rated them less than important.

Non-agricultural businessmen rated small subsistence farmers

very important at 26.9 percent while 51.9 percent rated them important

and 21.2 percent rated them less than important. Farmers and agricul-

tural related businessmen rated this group very important at the 50.0

percent level with 45.5 percent rating them important and 3.6 percent

rating them less than important. Of those commissioners engaged in

professional and "other" main occupations2.46.5 percent rated small sub-

sistence farmers very important, 39.6 percent important, and 13.9 per-

cent less than important.

Of the three occupational groups, 9.6 percent of the non-agri-

cultural businessmen rated local (domestic) farm laborers very important,

53.8 percent rated them. important while 36.6 percent rated them less

than important. This clientele group rated very important by 16.4

percent of the farmers and agricultural related businessmen, with 58.2

percent of this group rating them important and 25.4 percent rating

them less than important, Of the professional and "other" commission-

ers, 32.5 percent rated this group very important, 46.5 percent impor-

tant, and 21.0 percent less than important.

'Level of Education: There was a significant association between

level of formal education and the agricultural clientele groups "home-

owners" and "local (domestic) farm laborers."

Of those commissioners whose highest level of formal education

was high school or less, 33.8 percent rated homeowners very important,
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'52.9 percent rated them important, and 13.3 percent rated them less

than important.- In contrast, 12.2 percent of those whose highest level

of education was college rated this group very important, 5.9 percent

rated them important, and 32.9 percent rated them less than important.

Within the high school level group of commissioners, 25.0 per-

cent rated local farm laborers very. important, 60.2 percent rated them

important, and 14.8 percent rated this clientele group less than impor-

tant. On the other hand, 13.4 percent of those attending college rated

the local farm laborers very important, 47.5 percent rated them impor-

tant, and 39.1 percent rated them less than important.

Age: There was a significant association between age. and the

agricultural clientele groups "hobby farmers," "agricultural commodity

organizations," and "local (domestic) farffi laborers."

Thirty five and one-tenth percent of those commissioners forty

five years of age and under 'rated hobby farmers important or very impor:

tant, 45.6 percent rated them neutral, and 19.3 percent rated them un-

important or not very important. Of the commissioners over forty five

years of age, 24.7 percent rated this clientelegroup important or very

important, 31.2.pexcent neutral, and 44.1 percent unimportant or not

very important.

Seventy-one and.nine-tenths percent of the commissioners forty

-five years of age and Under rated agricultural commodity organizations

important or very important While 28.1 percent rated them less than im-

portant. Of those commissioners over forty five years of age, 89.2 per-

cent rated this clientele group important or very important while 10.8

percent rated them less than important.
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Local (domestic) farm laborcrs were rated important or very im-

portant by 68.4 percent of the commissioners who were forty five years

of age or under with 31.6 percent of this group rating them les.: than

important. In contrest, 74.2 percent of those commissioners over forty.

five years of age rated this clientele group important or very important

with 25.8 percent rating them less than important.

.Residential Background: There was no significant association

betwecn residential background and the tcn agricultural clientele

grlyups

Involvement in Extension Programs: There was no significant as-

sociation between involvement in Extension programs and/or activities

and the ten agricultural clientele groups.

Economic Value of Agriculture to County: There was a signifi-

cant association between perceived economic value of agriculture to the

county and the following agricultural clientele groups: (1) large com-

mercial farmer-,, (2) average size family farmers, (3) agribusiness firms,

(4) agricultural commodity groups, and (5) homeowners.

Of those commissioners who perceived the economic value of agri-

culture to the county to be of little importance to important, 14.3 per-

cent rated large commercial farmers very important, 40.8 percent rated

them important, and 44.9 percent rated them less than important. With-

in the group of commissioners whose perception of the value of agricul-

ture was very important, 24.4 percent rated this clientele group very

important, 59.4 percent rated them important, and 15.8 percent rated

them than important.

Twenty six and one-half percent ri the commissioners with the

lower perception of the value of agriculture rated average size family
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farmers very important, 51.0 percent important, and 22.5 percent less

than important. On the other hand, 52.5 percent of those with the.high-

,er perception of the value of agriculture rated this group very impor-

tant, 40.6 percent important, and 6.9 percent less than important.

Sixty one and two-tenths percent of the commissioners who per-

ceived the economic value of agriculture to the county to be of little

importance to important rated agribusiness firms important or very im-

portant while 38.8 percent rated the firms less than important. Seven-

ty seven and two-tenths percent of the commissioners who perceived the

value of agriculture to be very important rated this clientele group

important or very important with 22.8 percent rating the group less than

important.

Agricultural commodity organizations were rated important or

very important by 71.4 percent of the commissioners whose perception of

the economic value of agriculture was of little importance to important.

Twenty eight and six-tenths percent of the commissioners in this group

also rated the commodity organizations less than important. In contrast,

88.1 percent of the commissioners who perceived the value of agriculture

to be very important rated agricultural commodity organizations impor-

tant or very important while 11.9 percent rated them less than important.

With regard to homeowners, 10.2 percent of the commissioners with

the lower perception of the value of agriculture rated this group very

important, 61.2 percent important, 14.3 percent neutral, and 14.3 per-

cent unimportant or not very important. Of those commissioners whose

perception of the value of agriculture was very important, 27.7 percent

rated homeowners very important, 50.5 percent important, 20.8 percent

neutral, and 1.0 percent unimportant or-not very important.
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Home Economics Clientele

'A summary of association of independent variables with the Len

"elements of the dependent variable home economics clientele as perceived

by the commissioners from rural and urban (total) counties is shown in

Table 37.

Tenure :. There was no significant association between tenure and

the ten home economics clientele groups.

Main Occupation: There was a significant association between

main occupation and the home economics clientele groups "farm homemakers"

and "young married women.

Of the commissioners whose main occupation was non-agricultural

businessman, 26.9 percent rated farm homemakers very important, 50.0

percent important, and 23.1 percent less than important. Homemakers

were rated very important by 41.8 percent of the commissioners whose

main occupation was farming or agricultural related business while 52.7

percent rated them important and 5.5 percent less than important. Thirty

and two-tenths percent of the commissioners whose main occupation was

professional or "other" rated homeowners very important, 60.5 percent

important, and 9.3 percent less than important.

Non-agricultural businessmen rated young married women very im-

portant at the 19.2 oercent level while 46.2 percent rated them impor-

tant and 34.6 percent rated them less than important. Thirty.. and nine-

tenths percent of the farmers andagricultural related businessmen rated

this clientele group very important, 58.2 percent important, and 10.9

percent less than important. Of the professional and "other" commis-

sioners, 16.3 percent rated young married women very important, 62.8

percent important, and 20.9 percent less than important.



T
A
B
L
E
 
3
7
.
-
-
S
u
m
m
a
r
y
 
o
f
 
a
s
s
o
c
i
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
i
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t
 
v
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
s
 
w
i
t
h
 
t
h
e
 
t
e
n
 
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
s
 
o
f
-
t
h
e
 
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

v
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
 
h
o
m
e
 
e
c
o
n
o
m
i
c
s
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 
c
l
i
e
n
t
e
l
e
 
a
s
 
p
e
r
c
e
i
v
e
d
 
b
y
 
t
h
e
 
c
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
e
r
s
 
f
r
o
m
 
r
u
r
a
l
 
a
n
d
 
u
r
b
a
n

c
o
u
n
t
i
e
s

D
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t
 
V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
s

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t
 
V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
s

'

m P

'i-
'3

E P
5,

0 
0

r
=
4
.
z

E P o 1
m

O
P-

2
 
,
T -c
if

,-
-t

E
.

P 
E

.
0 

0 .
.
c

-0 o G
tn

g
:4

-0
P

0
w
 
3

bi
3
0

,-
-l

as
E

O
E

,-
-1

w
,-

-1
'E

.
E

 4
-1

 0
c
.
f
)

.
.
.
c

'.=
-,

.
-
r
i 0

C
A

g
 
F
' 6
-

ca
43

)

,
.
.
.
,

2
.
.
,
.
.
.

1

W
(f

)
E

:
4

,
9 0
 
m

-r
iE a)

...
."

'
E

b
 
o

1
-
4
 
c

W
 .

o C
J

C
A

'
'
-
'
,
.
'
)

0
 
m

,-
-1

E
-0

C
D

-0
 E

.
d
 
o

,
-
,
-
.
.
.
.
t
i

w E 0 
C

A
o
P

.
:
,

,
.
1

t"
-d

pE C
ll

(I
)

O
. E

r
a
,
 
o

.
.
z

.

.

P
c
o

0m
-,

-1
r-

I
0 

4-
)

.
(
1
)

4-
1

c
o
 
0
-

-0 w .1
-4 P P w tO

g.
0

(1
)

0 
E

0 
0

a
I

,
:
.
:

E o P
i
t
-
i to P s
i
 
,

7
5
 
;
1

c
a
l

E
 P

C
) 

0
E

0
0 

..-
I

$
.
4 br
,

T
e
n
 
'
r
e

N
S

N
S

N
S
.

N
S

N
S

'

N
S

N
S

N
S

N
S

N
S

M
a
i
n
 
o
c
c
u
p
a
t
i
o
n

3
N
S

N
S
.

N
S

N
S

N
S

N
S

N
S

3
N
S

L
e
v
e
l
 
o
f
 
e
d
u
c
a
'
z
i
o
n

N
S

N
S

N
S

N
S

N
S

2
N
S

N
S

1
N
S

L
e

N
S

.
N
S

N
S

N
S

N
S

N
S

N
S

N
S

I
S
I
S

N
S

R
e
s
i
d
e
n
t
i
a
l
 
b
a
c
k
g
r
o
u
n
d

N
S

N
S

N
S

N
S

N
S

2
N
S

3
3

N
S

I
n
v
o
l
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
i
n
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s

-

N
S

N
S

N
S

N
S

N
S

N
S

N
S

N
S

N
S

N
S

E
c
o
n
o
m
i
c
 
v
a
l
u
e
 
o
f
 
a
_
r
i
c
u
l
t
u
r
e

N
S
.

N
S

N
S

N
S
.

N
S

N
S

N
S

N
S

N
S

.
3

F
a
m
i
l
i
a
r
i
t
y
 
w
i
t
h
 
E
x
t
e
n
s
i
o
n
.

N
S

N
S

3
3

N
S

N
S

N
S

N
S

N
S

N
S

1
 
=
 
S
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
 
a
t
 
.
0
1
 
l
e
v
e
l

2
 
=
 
S
i
g
n
f
f
i
c
a
n
t
 
a
t
 
.
0
2
 
l
e
v
e
l

3
.
=
 
S
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
 
a
t
 
.
0
5
 
l
e
v
e
l

N
S
 
=
 
N
o
t
 
s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
 
a
t
 
.
0
5
 
l
e
v
e
l

0
 
=
 
D
a
t
a
 
n
o
t
 
s
u
i
t
a
b
l
e
 
f
o
r
 
c
h
i
-
s
q
u
a
r
e
 
a
n
a
l
y
s
i
s



146

Level of Education: There was a significant association between

the level of formal education and the home economics clientele groups

"middle income homemakers" and "young married women."

Commissioners wnose highest level of formal education was high
.

school or less'rated middle income homemakers very important at the 17.6

percent level while 66.2 percent rated this group important and 16.2

percent rated them less than important. Twelve and two-tenths percent

of the commissioners who attended college -rated the middle income home-

makers-very important, 51::2-percent important, and-36.6 pertent less

than important.

Young married women were rated very important by 30.9 percent 'of

the commissioners whose highest level of education was high school or

less while 57.3 percent of this group rated the young married women im-

portant and 11.8.percent rated them less than important. Fifteen and

eight-tenths percent of the commissioners who attended college rated

this clientele group very important, 53.7 percent important, and 30.5

percent less than important.

Age:. There was no significant association between age and the

ten home economics clientele groups.

Residential Background: There was a significant association be-

tween residential background and the following home economics clientele

groups: (1). middle income homemakers, (2) senior citizens, Lnd (3)

young married women.

Commissioners vith farm or rural non-farm backgrounds rated mid-

dle income homemakers very important at the 17.5 percent le=e1 with 65.0

percent rating them important and 17.5 percent less than important. Of

the cov.Itaissioners with "town" backgrounds, 11.4 percent rated the
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middle income homemakers very important, 50.0 percent important, and.

38.6 percent less than important.

Thirty eight and seven-tenths percent of. the commissioners with

farm or rural backgrounds rated senior citizens very important, 42.5

percent rated them important, and 18.8 percent rated them less than im-

portant. In,contrast, 20.0 percent of the "town" commissioners rated

this clientele group very important, 57.1 percent important, and 22.9

percent less than important.

With regard to young married women, 28.7 percent of the commis-

sioners -with farm or rural backgrounds rated this group very important,

56.3 percent important, and 15.0 percent less than important. In con-

trast, 15.7 percent of the commissioners with "town" background6-rated

this clientele group very important, 54.3 percent important, and 30.0

percent less than important.

Involvement in Extension Programs: There was no significant as-

sociation between involvement in EXtension programs and/or activities

and the ten home economics clientele groups.

Economic Value of Agriculture to County: There was a signifi-

cant association between perceived economic value of agriculture to the

county and the home economics clientele group "homemakers from minority

groups." Of those commissioners whc9e perception of the economic value

of agriculture. to the county was of little'importance to important, 77.6

.percent rated homemakers from minority groups important or very impor-:

tant while 22.4 percent rated them less than important. On the other

hand, 74.2 percent of the commissioners who perceived the value of agri-

culture to be very important rated this clientele group importaui:. or

very important. whilc 25.8 percent rated them less than important.
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Familiarity With Extension Service: There was a significant as-

sociation between familiarity with the Extension Service and the home

economics clientele groups "small town and village homemakers" and "ur-

ban and city homemakers.".

Commissioners who'were not very familiar with the Extension

Service rated small town and village homemakers important or very impor-

tant at the 53.1 percent level while 46.9 percent rated them less than
ti

important. Commissioners who were familiar with the Extension Service

rated this clientele group important or very important at 79.1 percent,

with 20.9 percent rating them less than important-. Of those commission-

ers who were very familiar with Extension, 65.6 percent rated the small

town and village homemakers important or very important and 34.4 percent

rated them less than important.

Forty three and seven-tenths percent of the commissioners who

were not very familiar with Extension rated urban and city homemakers

important or very important, while 56.3 percent rated them less than im-

portant. Of those commissioners who were familiar with Extension, 69.7

percent rated this clientele group important or very important and 30.3

percent rated them less than important. Urban and city homemakers were

rated important or very important by 50.0 percert of the commissioners

who were very familiar with Extension while the other fifty percent

rated'them less than important.

4-H (Youth Work) Clientele

A summary of association of independent variables with the ten

elements of the dependent variable 4-H (youth work) clientele as per-

ceived by the commissionersfrom rural and urban (total) counties is
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shown in Table ";8.

Tenure: There was no significant association between tenure and

the ten 4-H (youth work) clientele groups.

Main Occupation: There was a significant association between

main occupation and the 4-H (youth work) clientele groups "youth from

low income families" and "youth from middle income families."

Twenty three and one-tenth percent of the commissioners whose

main occupation was non-agricultural businessmen rated youth from low

income families very important, 55.8 percent rated them important, and

21.1 percent rated them less than important. Forty percent of the com-

missioners who were farmers or agricultural related businessmen rated

this clientele group very important, 58.2 percent rated them important,

and 1.8 percent less than important. Of those commissioners whose main

occupation was professicnal or "other," 34.9 percent rated youth from

low income families very important, 53.5 percent rated them important,

and 11.6 percent rated them less than important.

Youth .from middle income families were rated very important by

17.3-percent of the non - agricultural businessmen with 57.7 percent rat-

ing them important and 25.0 percent rating them less than important.

Farmers and agricultural related businessmen rated youth from middle in-

come families very important at 29.1 percent while 67.3 percent rated

them important and 3.6 percent less than important. Of those commis-

sioners whose main occupation was profesSional or l"other," 25.6 percent

rated this clientele group very important, 51.2.percent important, and

23.2 percLat less than important.

Level of Education: There was a significant association between

leve.. of formal education and the 4-H (youth work) 7lientele groups
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"youth from middle income frimilies" and "youth from upper income fami-

lies."

Ninety seven percent of the commissioners whose highestlevel of

formal education was high school Or less rated youth from middle income

families importan-_ or very important, leaving three percent rating this

clientele group le:,s than important. In contrast, 71.9 percent of the

commissioners who attended college rated this group important or very

important with 28.1 percent rating it less than important.

Seventy six and one-half percent of the commissioners whose

highest level of. frsrmal education was high school or less rated youth

from-uppe income families important or very important while 23.5 per-

cent rated this group less Than_important. Fifty percent of the commis-

sioners who attended college rated this clientele group important or

very important with the other fifty percent rating it less than impor-

tant.

Age: There was no significant association between age and the

ten 4-H (youth Work) clientele groups.

Residential Background: There was a significant association be-

tween residential background and the 4-H (youth work) clientele group

"youth from middle income families." This clientele group was rated im-

portant or very important by 92.6 percent of the commissione,:s with a

farm or rural background. Seven and four- tenths percent of those com-

missioners rated the group less than important. Of those commissioners

with a "town" back0-ound, 72.8 percent rated youth from middle income

families important or very important and 27.2 percent rated them less

than important.
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Involvement in Extension Programs: There was no significant

association between involvement in Extension programs and/or activities

and the ten 4-H (youth work) clientele groups.

Economic Value of Agriculture to County: There was a sf_gnifi-

cant association between perceived economic value of agriculture to the

county and the 4-H (youth work) clientele group "all youth between nine

and nineteen years of age." This group was ratr.d important or very im-

portant by 87.8 percent of those commissioners whose perception of the

economic value of agriculture was of l'ttle importance to important. It

.was rated less than important by 12.2 warcant of those commissioners.

In contrast, 97.1 percent of the commissioners who perceived the econom-

ic value of agriculture to the county to be very important rated this

clientele group important or very important with 2.9 percent rating it

less than important.

Summary

This hypothesis can be partially rejected in that thirty of the

240 combinations of independent variables and cohmissioners' perception

of selected Extension program clientele were statistically significant.

The significant _associations are summarized in Tables 36, 37, and 38.

Summary

This section has presented data relative to the degree of asso7

ciation existing between eight independent variables-and rural and urban

.county commissioners' perception of the relative importance of various

elements of selected Extension program content and clientele. Chi

square was used to test the significance of the associations. the chi-

square values for all (126) statistically significant combinations of
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the independent and dependent variables are shown in Tables 57 through

182 in Appendix C. Association of independent variables with dependent

variables, including levels of significance for statistically signifi-

cant combinations, is summarized in Tables 21 through 38. All hypothe-

ses were partially rejected.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS

The purpose of this chapter is to present the summary of the

findings, the conclusions, and implications of this study. This study

was concerned with the perceptions of county commissioners from

Florida's fifteen most rural and fifteen most urban counties as the per-

ceptions relate to the relative importance of selected content and cli-

entele of Cooperative Extension Service programs.

Objectives of the Study

The overall purpose of this study was to explore and compare the

.perception of county commissioners from Florida's most rural and most

urban counties concerning the relative importance of selected content

and clientele of Cooperative Extension Service programs, More specifi-

cally, the objectives of the study were:

1. To identify and compare selected personal and social characteris-

tics of county conunissioners from Florida's fifteen most rural

and fifteen most urban counties;

2. To determine the relative importance attributed to selected con-

tent and clientele of cooperative Extension Service programs by

the county commissioners from the fifteen most rural and fifteen

most urban counties; and,

3. To determine the association between personal end social

154
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characteristics of county commissioners from the fifteen most.ru

ral and fifteen most urban counties and the relative importance

attributed to selected content and clientele of Cooperative

Extension Service programs.

Methodology

A questionnaire was used to collect data from county commission-

ers in thirty Florida counties. The counties were divided into two

groups, the fifteen most rural counties and the fiftedn most urban coun-

ties according to the definition given in the 1970 Census of Population-

Florida. The questionnaire collected data-about selected personal and

social characteristics of the county commissioners as well as data.con-

cerning each county commissioner's perception of the relative importance

of selected content and clientele of Cooperative Extension Service pro-

grams. Personal data collected included: tenure as a county commission-

er, main occupation:, highest level of formal education, age, residential

background, extent of involvement in Extension programs and/or activi-

ties,. perceived economic value of agriculture to the county, and famil-

iarity with the Extension Service.

The data to determine each commissioner's perception of the

ative.importanco. of selected content and clientele of Extension programs

i7,1te collected from responses to 60 items on the questionnalre, twenty

of which related to each of the three major program areas--agriculture,

home economics, and 4-H (youth work).

Frequency distributions and percentages were used to present the

various elements of the county commissioners' personal data as well as

the elements of perception by County commissioners from both rural 'and
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urban counties. Rank order scores were used for comparison between ru-

ral and urban counties, using Spearman's rho for rank correlation. The

chi-square test was used to test .the significance of association between

the independent and dependent variables. Statistical analysis was based

upon the .05 level of significance; however, all probability values for

chi square have been indicated in the tables.

Findings

The first finding ,f this study will be a description and com-

parison of the county commissioners relating to the eight personal and

social characteristics that made up the independent variables in this

study. Also included will be a statement of the hypothesis relating to

the personal and social characteristics of the commissioners with a

summary of the findings.

Next will be a statement of the hypothesis and a summary of the

findings relating to that part of the study having to do with a compara-

tive analysis of rural and urban commissione.:s concerning their percep-

tion of the relative importance of selected content and clientele of

Cooperative Extension Service programs.

Finally, this will be followed by a statement of the six hypoth-

eses relating to the perception of county commissioners from rural, ur-

ban, and rural and urban (total) counties concerning the relative impor-

tance of selected content and clientele of Cooperative Extension Service

programs, with a summary of findings after each.

Personal and Social Characteristics

of County Commissioners

County commissioners from rural and urban counties showed very
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similar personal andjsocial characteristiCs in some respects but were

very different in others. The typical county commissioner .from the ru-

ral counties involved in this study was between 46 and 60 years of age

. .

with almost equal chances that he was serving his first, second, third,

.Or more term as a county commissioner. He was probably engaged infarm-

ing or an agricultural related business as his main occupation and had

spent the.most sigftificant portion of his life on -a farm or in a rural

area. He did not attend college. He felt very strongly that agricul-

ture was.very important to the economy of. his county, had been directly

involved in Extension programs and/or activities, though not a lot, and

considered that he was familiar with the Cooperative Extension Service,

though not very familiar.

In contrast, the typical county commissioner from the urban

counties involved in tVs study was between 31. and 60 years of age and

probably had served as a county commissioner' leSs than four years. He

was a non-agricultural`businessman or in a professional position and not

a farmer. He spent tue most significant portion of his life in a town,

in contrast to a rural area or or -.4 farm, and was probably a college

graduate. The commissioner from the urban county felt that agriculture

was very important to the economy of the county though not as strongly

as a commissioner from a rural county. He had been directly involved in

Extension programs. and/or activities some, though not a lot, and there

was a good chance he had not been involved at all. He was familiar with

the Cooperative Extension. Service, though not very familiar.

The null hypothesis-relating to this section was: There is no

significant difference between the county.commissioners from the fifteen
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most rural counties and the county commissioners from the fifteen most

urban counties concerning the following eight selected personal.and so-

cial characteristics: (1) number of years as a.commissioner (tenure),

(2) main occupation, (3) level of education, (4) age, (5) residential

background, (6) involvement in Extension programs and/or activities (7).

perception of the economic value of agriculture to the county, and (8)

familiarity with the Cooperative Extension Service.

/This hypothesis. was partially reje-ited-in that there were Sig-

nffiCant differences in four of the eight personal and social character-

istics of commissioners from rural and urban counties. The characteris7.

tics ,in which there were significant differences were:

.Main Occupation: Wenty-percent.' of the commissioners from rural

Counties were non-agricultural businessmen opposed to forty nine percent

of the commissioners. from urban counties; twenty one percent of the ru-

.ral commissioners were engaged in aagricultLral related business in

contrast to ten percent of the urban commissioners.; forty percent of the

rural commissioners were farmers in contrast to four percent-of-the ur-

ban commissioners; thirteen percent of the rural -E&Mmissioners held pro-

fessional positions compared to nineteen percent of ,the urban commission-

ers; and, seven percent of the rural commissioners were engaged in

"other" Main occupations contrasted with eighteen percent of the 'commis-

sioners from urban counties.

Commissioners from rural and urban counties were, significantly

,different in their main occupations. This element of the null hypoth-

esis was rejected at the, .01 level of significance.

Lew.: of Education: Thirty three percent of the commissioners

from rural counties did not graduate from Kgh school in contrast to
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three percent of the co,.aissioners from urban counties; thirty eight

percent of the rural commissioners graduated from high school but did

not attend college compared to nineteen percent of the urban commission-

ers; eighteen percent of the rural commissioners attended college less

than four years opposed to thirty six percent of the urban commissioners;

and, eleven percent of the rural commissioners attended college four or

more years compared to forty two percent of tY, urban commis._ toners, _,

Commissioners from rural and urban counties were significantly

different in the highest level of formal nOncation completed. ThiS ele-

meint.of the null hypothesis was rejected at the .01 level

I
cance,

Residential Background: Fifty four_percent of the commissioners

from rural counties spent the most significant portion of their life en

a farm compared to nine percent of the commissioners from urban counties;

thirty three percent of the rural commissioners had a rural non-farm

residential background in contrast to thirteen percent of the urban com-

missioners; eleven percent of the rural commissioners spent the most

significant portion of their life,ip a town Of 10,000 Persons or less

compared to nine percent of the urban commissioner--; and, for slightly

over one percent of the rural commissioners their residential background

was a -town with over 1:0)000 persons contrasted wIth sixty nine pertent

of the urban commissioners.

Commissioners ftom rural and urban counties were significantly

different in their residential backgrounds This element of the null

hypothesis was rejected at the .01 level of significanCe.

Involvement in Extension Programs: Fifteen percent cf the com-

missioners from rural, counties had not been directly involved in
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Extension programs and/6r activities compared to thirty percent of the

urban commissioners; sixty seven percent of the rural commissioners had

been involved. in Extension programs some in contrast to forty four per-

cent of the urban commissioners; and, eighteen percent

7missioners had been involved "a lot" compared to ti;eaty

the urban commissioners.

of the rural com-

seven ::rcent-of

Commissioners from rural and urban counties were significantly

different in the extent of their involvement in Extension programs and/or

activities. This element. of the null hypothesis was rejected at the :02

level of significance.

There was no significant difference between commissioners from

'rural counties and commissioners from urban'countiesconcernin _the, fol-..

.

lowing personal and social characteristicS: tenure as a county commis-

sioner, age, perceived economic value of agriculture to,the county, and

familiarity with the Cooperative Extension Service. Therefore, these

elements of the null hypothesis could not be rejected at the .05 bevel

of significance.

Relative Importance of Selected Content
and Clientele of Extension Programs As
Perceived By County Commissioners

A rank order distribution of Extension program content (subjects)

and Clientele {clientele groups) was used to compare and correlate rural

and urban county commissioners' perceptions' of the relatiVe importance

r'l
of selected content'and clientele. The rank orders were based on total

'scores which were obtained by multiplying the number of respondents se-t
lecting a particular response _on the questionnaire times the value as-

signed to the response. The Spearman rho test for rank correlation was
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used to test the signi,:icanca of correlation.

The null hypothesis relating to this section was: There is no

association between the county commissioners from the fifteen most rural

counties and the county commissioners from the fifteen most urban coun-

ties concerning their perception of.the relative importance of selected

content and clientele of Cooperative Extension Service programs -in-agri-

Culture, home economics, and 4-H (youth-work).

This hypcJL:hesis was,partially rejected in that there ::sere sig-

nificant associations in Lhe perceptions of rural and urban commission-

ers concerning the relative importance of all elements of the hypothe-

sis except content of 4-H (youth work) programs. Those program areas

in Which similar perceptions were held'by commissioners from rural and.

urban counties were:

Agricultural Content: Commissioners from rural and urban coun-

ties were similar in their perception of tie relative importance of the

ten selected agricultural subjects. This lenient of the null hypothesis

was rejected at. the .01 level of significance.,

Home Economics Content: Commissioners from rural and urban

counties were'similar in their perception of the relative importance of

the ten selected home economics subjects. This'ele,ent-of the null hy-
,

pothesis was rejected at 'the .001 level of significance.

Agricultural Clientele: Commissioners from rural and urban

counties were similar in their perception of the relative importance of

the ten selected agricultural clientele groups. This element of the

null hypothesis was rejected at the .001 level of significance.

Home Economics Clientele: Commissioner.; from rural and urban
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counties were similar in their perception of the relative importance of

the ten-selected home economics clientele groups. This element of the

-(7

null hypothesis was rejected at the .001 level of significance

4-H (Youth Work) Clientele: Commissioners from rural and urban

counties were similar in their percepLon.of the relative importance of..

the ten.selected 4-H (youth work) clientele groups. This element of the

null hypothesis was rejected at the .01 level of significance.

Commissioners from,rt :1.1 and urban counties did not reflect the

similarity in perception of the'rrlativa importance of thr.s ten selected

4-H (youth work) subjects that they die in the other elements of the

'hypothesis. This element of the-null Hypothesis could not be rejected

at the .05 level of significance.

Association of Personal and Social
Characteristics of County Commissioners
With Their Perception of the Relative
importance of Selected Content and
Clientele of Cooperative Extension

'Service Proprams

The, purpose of this-section..was to show the association between

eight personal and social characteristics (independent variables) of the
I

rural and urban commissioners and their'perception of the relative iMpor--

Lance of selected content and clientele of Extension programs (dependent

variable) : The independent variables were:. (1) number of years as a

county commissioner (tenure), (2) main or:cupation, (3) leveleof formal

education, (4) age, (5) residential background, (6) involvement in

Extension/programs and/or activities, (7) perceived economic value of

agriculture to the county, and (8) familiarity with the Extension

Service.
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The association of the indepcmden,. and dependent variable!; was

analyzed using chi-square techniques. C .-square values were computed

from actual numerical frequencies. The six hypotheses relating to this

section and a summary of their IA.ndings follow.

There is no associat-ion between eight selected personal and so-

cial characteristicsof the county commissioners from the fifteen most

rural counties and theirjerception of the relative importance of se-

lected Extension program content.

This hypothesis was partially rejected-in that fourteen of the

240 combinations of independent variables and the cohallissiOners' percep-

tion of selected Extension program content were statistically signifi-

cant. There were ten significant associations relating to agriculture,

three significant associations relating to home economics, and one sig-

nificant association relating to 4-H (youth work).

There is no association between eight selected personal and so-

cial. characteristics of the county'commissioners from the fiaaen most

urban counties and their perception of the relative importance of se-

lected.Extension program content.

This hypothesis was partially rejected in that seventeen of the

240 combinations of independent variables and commissioners' -perception

of selected Extension program-content were statistically significant.

There were nine significant associations relating to agriculture, three

relating to home economics, and five relating to 4-H (youth work).

There is no association between eight selected.personal and so-

cial characteristics of the county commissioners from the fifteen most

rural and the fifteen most urban counties and their perception of the
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relative importance of selected Extension pr ;ram content.

This hypothesis was partially rejected in that thirty five of .

the 240 combinations of independent variables and commissioners percep-

tion of seleCted Extension program content were statistically signifi-

cant. There ,:are eighteen significant assooiations relating to agri-

culcure, nine to home economics, and eight to 4-H (youth work) .

There is no assn-;iation between eight selected personal and so-

cial characteristics of the county commissioners from the fifteen most

rural counties and their perception of the relative importance of se-

1...cted Extension program clientele.

This hypothesis was partially rejected in that eleven of the

240 combinations of independent variables and commissioners' perception

of selected Extension program clientele were statistically significant.

There were seven significant associations relating to agriculture, two

relating to home economics, and- two relating to 4-H (youth iqdrk).

There is no association between eight selected personal and so-

cial characteristics of the county commissioners from the fifteen most

urban counties and their perception of the relative importance of se-

lected Extension program clientele.

This hypothesis was partially rejected- in that nineteen of the

240 combinations of indepen&-..t variables and commissioners' perception

of selected Extension program clientele were statistically significant.

There were nine significant associations relating to agriculture, two to

home economics, and eight to 4-H (youth work).

There is no association between eight selected personal and so-

cial characteristics of the county commissioners from the fifteen mdSt

rural and the fifteen. most urban counties and their perception of the
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relative importance of selected Extension rcogram clientele.

This Lypothesie was partially rejected in that thirty of the

240 -lomlinations of independent variables and commissioners' perception

of selected extension program clientele were statistically significant..

There were fourteen significant associations relating to agriculture,

ten relating to home economics, and six relating to 4-H (youth work).

In total, there were 126 statistically significant associations

between independent and dependent variles out of a possible 1440

combinations.

Conclusions

The following conclusions are based on the analyses and inter-

pretations of the data obtained in this study.

1. With few exceptions, both rural and urban county commissioners

were highly supportive of the Extension program content and cli-

entele with which this study was concerned.. It is therefore con-

cluded that the commissioners relate Extension programs to the

needs of society and find them worthy of continued financial

support.

2. Losed.upon the degree to which the commissioners from both groups

expressed support for Extension program content and clientele,

it appears tl,at the Cooperative Extension Service occupies a fa-

vorable image in the minds of the commissioners.

3. In so far as the 60 elements of Extension program content and

clientele in this study represent state and national program pri-

orities, an6 in so far as the instrument used was sufficiently

sensitive to accurately measure the perception of county
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commissioners, it is concluded that state and national priorities

are generally compatible with county priorities.

4. Even though a change in Extension philosophy in recent years,

and consequently a change in some Extension program priorities,

has met with both favor and disfavor among the general public,

county commissioners from both rural and urban counties favorably

accept.most current and proposed Extension programs, as presented

in this study, which reflect present Extension philosophy.

5. Although there were significant personal and social differences

between the two commissioner groups, there was not a polarization

of commissioners from rural counties toward traditional agricul-

tural or rural program content and clientele and commissioners

from urban counties toward non-traditional, more socially orien-

ted program content and clientele.

6. Commissioners from both rural and urban counties reflect a posi-,

tive concern for both the economic impact of agriculture on tile

county as well as environmental quality and ecological balance.

Implications

Although the conclusions drawn from this study are generally

favorable to the Cooperative Extension Service, the study suggests the

following implications for the Extension Service:

I. As the county commissioners from rural and urban counties differ

considerably in certain personal and social characteristics, and

as such differences can influence their perception, Extension

administrators, supervisors, and agents should seriously consider

the personal and social differences of commissioners in their
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working relationship. It seems logical to assume that such con-

sideration should create better understanding and strengthen the

organization's effectiveness.

2. In that the commissioners. from both rural and urban counties

strongly support agriculture, the Extension-Service should con-

tinue to plan and implement sound educational programs in agri-

culture. As a majority of commissioners from both groups felt

that agriculture was very important to the economy of the county,

it would seem that the Extension Service has a responsibility to

help keep agriculture economically strong in the counties.

3. Since many of the commissioners who perceived the economic value

of agriculture to the county as very important also perceived

many of the other elements of Extension program Content and cli-

entele to be important or very important, it would appear benefi-

cial to the Extension Service to create in the minds of all com-

missioners an awareness of and appreciation for the economic im-

. pact of agriculture on the county. Commissioners should also be

apprised of Extension's educational role in the area of agricul-

ture.

4. Since a significant number of county commissioners have never

been involved in Extension prOgramS and are not familiar with the

Extension Service, EXtension needs to take positive steps to not

only familiarize but actually involve county commissioners in its

educational programs and activities. Also, a system of continu-

ous effective communication should be initiated where such does

not presently exist.

5. In view of the high correlation (with the'exception of 4-H
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subject matter) between-rural and urban commissioners concerning

the relative importance of Extension program content and clien-

tele, the Extension Service should find support for developing

and implementing many programs "across the board" regardless of

the rural-urban orientation of counties.

6. In view of the rural and urban commissioners' differences of

opinion concerning 4-H (youth work) subject- matter,the Extension

Service should provide 4-H work in broad areas of interest for

young people in contrast to the traditional agricultural and

home economics areas only.

7. County Extension directors, county hone economics. agents, and

district supervisors should re-evaluate efforts expended in the

home economics subject matter areas of "cultural arts," "renova-

tion of furniture," and "use of leisure time" in view of the low

priority given these subjects by the commissioners from both ru-

ral and urban counties.

8. County Extension directors, home economics agents, 4-H coordina-

tors, and district supervisors should re-evaluate efforts ex-

pended with "urban and city" and "upper income" youth and home

economics clientele in view of the lower priority given these

groups by both rural and urban commissioners.

9. County Extension directors, county agricultural agents, and

district supervisors should analyze the amount of time and ef-

fort expended for large commercial farmers and hobby farmers in

view of the lower priority given these groups in relation to the

average size family farmer.
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10. Generally, Extengion agents in the counties can feel reasonably

secure in the knowledgefthat the county commissioners support

Extension's efforts toward fulfilling the needs of society.

Such support should not be taken for-granted, however, and

Extension agents should continue to involve local advisory com-

mittees in the development and implementation of Extension pro-

grams.in an effort to continue to meet the needs of society and

merit the support of county commissioners.

11. County Extension staffs should be made aware of commissioners'

perceptions of Extension program content and clientele so they

will be in a positior to anticipate commissioner reaction to

programs proposed by clientele groups. An understanding of com-

missioners' perceptions should put Extension agents in a more

favorable position for giving leadership to the resolution of

conflicting perceptual values between commissioners and clien-

tele groups.

The conclusions and implications drawn from the data of this

study relate only to the counties involved in the study. No generaliza-

tion to other counties is specified or implied.
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2002 McCarty Hall
University of Florida
Gainesville, Florida

Dear Mr. Commissioner:

The Cooperative Extension Service is a cooperative Federal-State-
County agency, We who work with County Extension Agents throughout the
State of Florida are most .appreciative of the very fine support County
Commissioners give to Extension's effort to help people in Florida help
themselves through educational programs.

Because the Extension Service is your businesS as well as ours, I
am conducting a study to determine your opinions concerning selected
subject matter and clientele (groups with whom Extension works) of
Extension programs. I will be most appreciative of your cooperation in
the study.

A questionnaire is attached which should take only a few minutes to
complete. I am hopeful that you will treat it seriously and give me the
benefit of your very frank feelings about the items listed in the
questionnaire.

Here are the instructions:

1. Please read each item carefully.
2, Please select only, one answer per item.
3. Please answer every item.
4. When completed, please place the questionnaire in'the at-

tached envelope; seal it so it will be confidential, and
return it to the person handling the survey in your county.

5. Please take time to complete and return the questionnaire
now rather than taking it home to return later.

. Your interest and cooperation are deeply appreciated,

Yours very truly,

Earl M. Kelly
District Agent
Florida Cooperative Extension

Service
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County

QUESTIONNAIRE

1.-How long have. you served as .a county commissioner? (Check pne)

a. less than 4 years

b. between 4 and 8 years

c. over 8 year

(6) 2. What is your main occunation?' (Check or write in the one which
you consider your main occupation)

(7)

(8)

a, businessman (non-agricultural)

b. businessman (agricultural related)

co farmer

d. professional

e. other (specify)

3, What was the highest level you completed in school? (Check one)

a. less than high school

b. high school, but no college

c. some college, but less than four years

d. four years or more of college

4. To which of the following age groups do you belong? (Check one)

a.

b.

30 years or younger

31 to 45 years

c. 46 to 60 years

d. 61 years or older

173.
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.(9) 5. In what situation have you spent the most significant portion
of your life? (Check only one)

. a. on a farm

b. rural, but not on a farm

town up to 10,000 persons

d. town over 10,000 persons

(10) 6. To what extent have you been directly involved in Cooperative.
Extension Service programs and/or activities? .(Check one)

a

b.

c.

none

some

a lot

(11) 7. In your opinion, which-of the-followingbest describes the
economic value of...agriculture to your county? (Check one)

a.

b.

c.

of little importance

important

very_ important

(12) 8. Which of the following best describes your familiarity with the
Cooperative Extension Service? (Check one)

1.

a.- not very familiar

b. familiar

e. very familiar
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AGRICULTURAL SUBJECTS

The Extension Service-,conducts educational programs concerning many dif-
ferent subjects in agriculture. Please circle the -"X"'which best des-
cribes the relative importance you place on each agricultural subject
listed below.

1

(Please answer each item)

Unimpt.

not
very
impt. neutral. impt,

very
impt

(13) 1. ProduCtion of
agricultural
products X X X.

(14) 2. Processing of
agricultural

products...... X X X x

(15) 3. Marketing of
agricultural
products

-(16) 4. Farm business
management

(17) 5. Lawns, plants, and
trees in the yard.'.. X X

(18) 6. Agricultural labor
relations X X

(19) 7. Management of
timberlands X X

(20) S. Public affairs
education:.
(understanding
public issues)

(21) 9. Land use planning
(includes county,.
wide development). X. X X X

(22) 10. Proper use and
conservation of.
natural resources.* X X X X X
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HOME ECONOMICS SUBJECTS

The Extension Service conducts educational programs concerning many dif-,
ferent subjects in home economics. Please circle the "X" which best des-
cribes the-relative importance.. you place on each home economics sub:"L

listed-below:

.(Please answer each item)
not
very
impt. neutral

X

impt.

very
impt.

(23)

(24)

(25)

Clothing
construction

Renovating
furniture

3. Roods and nuitrition

X

X

X

X

X

X

(26) 4. Cultural arts
(understanding and
appreciation for
music, art, etc.) X X

(27)

.(28)

5. Leadership
development.......,

6. Use of leisure
time X

'(29) 7. Consumer education. X

(30) 8. Family life
education

(31) . Job preparation
(developing the
basic skills to
apply for and
hold a job).. ... X X X

(32) 10. Efficient use of
food stamps.., X X X
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4-!--; (YOUTH WORK) SUBJECTS

The Exter.:ion Service conducts educational programs concerning many dif-
ferent subjects is 4-H (youth wek). Please circle the "Xt! which best
describes the relative importance you place on each 4-H (youth work)
subject listed below.

(33) 1: Homemaking skills

(girls)

(34) 2. Agricultural skills
(boys)... X

(35) 3. Community
development X

(36) 4., Ihaderstanding and
improving the
environment'. X.X.

5. Understanding
public issues
(public affairs)

(Pleasc,,-answer each item)
not
very

unimpt. impt. neutral

X

X

(38) 6. Understanding
economics and the.
American business
system X X X

(39) 7. Career exploration, X X

x

(40). 8. Health education

(41) 9. Personal
development,.,,,.. X X X X

(42) 10. Fobd-nutrition X X X

very
impt: impt.

X

X

X
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AGRICULTURAL GROUPS

The Extension Service works with many different groups of people,
Please circle the."X" which best describes the relative importance
place. on each. agricultural group listed-below,

you

(Please answer-each item)
not
very very

unimpt. impt. neutral impt. impt.

(43) 1. Large commercial
. farmers (producers) X

(44) 2. Average size
family farmers. X

(45) 3. Small subsistence
(low income)
farmers X X X

(46) 4. Part-time farmers,
(operator works off
farm more than 100
days per year)..... X X

(47) 5 Hobby farmers X

(48) 6. AgribuSiness firms
(supply and/or
service agriculture) X X

(49) 7. Agricultural
comitodity

organizations (such
as Cattleman's .

Association, etc:).

8. Homeownerq

X

(51) 9. Local (domestic)
farm laborers,:;... X X

(52) 10. Migrant farm
laborers

X

X
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HOME ECONOMICS GROUPS

The Extension Service works. with many different groups of people.
Please circle the "X" which best, describes the relative importance you
place on each home economics group listed below.

(Please ansWer each item)

unimpt..1

not
very
impt. neutral

very
impt.

(53) 1. Farm homemakers
(live on the farm). X X

(54)-. 2. Rural non-farm
homemakers (live
in rural areas but
not on a farm)

(55) 3, Small town and

(56)

village homemakers.

4. Urban and city
homemakers

, X X

X

X.

(57)

(58)

5. Low income
homemakers... .

6. Middle income
homemakers....

X,

(59) 7a Upper income
homemakers,.

(60) 8. Senior citizens. X X

(61) 9. Young married
women (under 30
years of age)

(62) 10, Homemakers from
minority groups,... X x
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4-H (YOUTHMORK) GROUPS

The Extension Service works with many different groups of people.
Please circle the !1X" which best describes the relative importance you
place on each 4-1I (youth work) 'group listed below.

(Please answer each item)
not
very very

unimPt. impt. neutral impt. impt.

.(63) 1. Farm youth (live
on the farm) X

(64) 2. Rural non-farm
youth (live in
rural areas but not
on a farm)... ......

(65) 3. Small town and
village. youth

(66) 4. Urban and city
youth

(67) 5. Youth from low
income families.... X

(68) 6. Youth from middle
income families....

(69) 7. Youth from upper .

.income X

(70) 8. Youth from
minority groups.... X

r
(71) 19.All youth between

9 and 19 years of
age (official 4-H
Club age limits)-..

X

(72) 10. All youth between
7 and 19 years of
age (adds 7 and 8
year olds to offi-
cial 4-1I Club age
limits)

X

X

X

X

X

X

To make sure all districts in selected counties are represented in this
study, please Check the district you represent: #1 #2 #3 #4

#5 , other (please specify ).
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PERCEPTIONS OF RURAL AND URBAN COUNTY CONNISSIONERS

CONCERNING SELECTED CONTENT AND CLIENTELE

OF EXTENSION PROGRAMS
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APPENDIX C

CHI-SQUARE TABLES OF INDEPENDENT

AND DEPENDENT VARIABLES



TABLE 57.--Association between the economic value of agriculture to ne
county as perceived by the commissioners from rural counties and their
perception of the agricultural subject "production of-agricUltural

products"

Perception of Relative Importance

Economic Value Less Than
Of Agriculture Very Important Very Important Total
to County N % 7,

Of little importance
to important

Very important

Total

9 50.0 9 50.0 18 100.0

7 13.0 47 87.0 54 100.0

16 22.2 56 77.8 72 100.0

X2 = 8.679 d.f. = 1 Significant at .01 level

TABLE 58.--Association between the economic value of agriculture to the
county as perceived by the commissioners from rural counties and their

perception of the agricultural subject "marketing of agricultural
products"

Perception of Relative Importance

Economic Value Less Than
of Agriculture Very Important Very Important
to County N

Total

Of little importance
to important

Very important

Total

9 50.0 9 50.0 18 100.0

11. 20.4 43 79.6 54 100.0

20 27.8 52 72.2 72 100.0

X
2 = 4.523 d.f. = 1 Significant at .05 level
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TABLE 59.--Association between the main occupation of the commissioners
from rural counties and their perception of the agricultural subject.

"management of timberlands"

Main.Occupation

Perception of Relative Importance

LesS Than
Very Important Very Important Total

N

Businessman, non-
agricultural 13 92.9 1 7.1 14 100.0

Farmer, businessman
agricultural related 25 56.8 19 43.2 44 100.0

Professional and other 10 71.4 4 28.6 14 100.0

Total 48 66.7 24 33.3 72 100.0

X2 = 6.385 d.f. = 2 Significant at .05 level

TABLE 60.--Association be.tween the age of the commdssioners from rural
counties and their perception of the agricultural subject "production

of agricultural products"

Perception of Relative Importance

Less Than
Very Important Very Important Total

Age

45 years and under 9 40.9 13 59.1 22 100.0

Over 45 years 7 14.0 43 86.0 50 100.0

Total 16 22.2 56 77.8 72 100.0

X2 = 4.938 d.f. = 1 Significant at .05 level
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TABLE 61.--Association between the tenure of the commissioners from ru-
ral counties and their perception of the agricultural subject "manage-

ment of timberlands"

Perception of Relative Importance

Tenure

Less Than
Very Important Very Important Total

N

Less than 4 years 22 91.7 2 8.3 24 -100.0

Between 4 and 8 years 14 51.9, 13 48.1 27 100.0

Over 8 years 12' 57.1 9 42.9 21 100.0

Total 48 66.7 24 33.3 72 100.0

X 2 = 10.274 d.f. = 2 Significant at .01 level

TABI8 62.--Association between the tenure of the commiFLAoners.from ru-
ral counties and their perception of the agricultural, subject "land use

planning".

Perception of Relative Importance

Tenure

Less Than
Very Important Very Important Total

N.

Less than 4 years 16 66.7 8 33.3 24 100.0

Between 4 and 8 years 7 25.9 20 74.1 27 100.0

Over 8 years 12 57.1 9 42.9 21 100.0

Total 35 48.6 37 51.4 72 100.0

X2 = 9.306 d.f. = 2 Significant at .01 level
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TABLE 63.--Association between the-age of the commissioners from rural
.
counties and their perception of the agricultural subject "lawns,, plants,

and trees .n the yard"

Perception of Relative Importance

Neutral Important. And
And Less Very Important Total

Age

45 years and under 12 54.5 1.0 45.5 22 100.0

Over 45 years 13 26.0 37 74.0 50 100.0

Total 25 34.7 47 65.3 72 100.0

X
2

= 4.305 d.f. = 1 Significant at ,05 level

TABLE 64.--Associatior between the age of the commissioners from rural
Counties and their perception of the agricultural subject "manageMent

of timberlands"

Perception of Relative Importance

Less Than
Very Important Very Important

Age
Total

45 years and under 19 86.4 3 13.6 22 100.0

Over 45 years 29 58.0 21 42.0 50 100.0

Total 48 66.7 24 33.3 72 100.0

X2 = 4.328 d.f. = 1 Significant at .05 level
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TABLE 65.--Assodiation between the residential background of the commis-
sioners from rural counties and their perception of the agricultural

subject "lawns, plants, and trees in the yard:'

Residential
Background

Perception of Relative Importance

And
Neutral. Important And

Less Very Important Total
N % N % N

Farm and rural non-farm 25 39.7 38 60.3 63 100.0

Town 0 .00.0 9 100.0 9 100.0

Total 25 34.7 47 65.3 72 100.0

X
2

= 3.860 d.f. = 1 Significant at .05 level

TABLE 66.-- Association between the residential background on the comMis-
sioners from rural counties and their perception of the agricultural

subject "proper use and conservation of natural resources"

Perception of Relative Importance'

Residential
Background

I.es3 Than
Very Tmportant Very Important Total

FarM and rural non-farm 30 47.o 33 52.4 63 100.0

Town 0 00.0 9 100.0 9 100.0

Total 30 41.7 42 58.3. 72 100.0

X2 = 5.,518 d.f. = 1 Significant at .02 level
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TABLE 67.--Association between the familiarity of the commissioners
from urban counties with the Cooperative Extension Service and their
perception of the agricultural subject "production of agricultural

products"

Perception of Relative Importance

Familiarity With
Cooperative
Extension Service

Less Than
Very Important VeryImportant Total

N

Not very familiar 15 75.0 5 25.0 20 100.0

Familiar 16 40.0 24 60.0 40 100.0

Very familiar 5 27.8. 13 72.2 18 100.0

Total 36 46.2 42 53.8 78 100.0

X2 = 9.752 d.f. = 2 Significant at .01 level

TABLE 68.--Association between the main occupation of the commissioners
from rural and urban counties and their perception of the agricultural

subject "production of agricultural products"

Perception of Relative Importance

Less Than

Main Occupation
Very Important Very Important Total

Businessman, non-
agricultural 23 44.2 29 55.8 52 100.0

Farmer, businessman
agricultural related 12 21.8 43 78.2 55 100.0

Professional and other 17 39.5 26 60.5 43 100.0

Total 52 34.7 98 65.3 150 100.0

X2 = 6.559 d.f. = 2 Significant at .05 level
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TABLE 72.--Association between the level of education of the commission-
ers from urban counties and their perception of the agricultural subject

"marketing of agricultural products"

Perception of Relative Importance

Level of
Education

Less Than
Very Important Very Important Total

High school or less 3 17.6 14 82.4 17 100.0

College 30 49.2 31 50.8 61 100.0

Total 33 42.3 45 57.7 78 100.0

X2 = 4.201 d.f. = 1 Significant at ,05 level

TABLE 73.--Association between the economic value of agriculture to the
county as perceived by the commissioners from urban counties and their
perception of the agricultural subject "proper use and conservation of

natural resources"

Economic Value
of Agriculture
to County

Of little importance
to important

Very important

Total

Perception of Relative Importance

Less Than
Very Important Very Important Total
N % N % -N'

11 35.5 20 64.5 31 100.0

4 8.5 43 91.5 47 10C.0

1' 19.2 63 80.8 78 100.0

X2 = 7.099 d.f. = 1 Significant at .01 level
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TABLE 84.--Association between the main occupation of the commissioners
from rural and urban counties and their perception of the agricultural

subject "marketing of agri,:ultural products"

Main Occupation

Perception of Relative Importance

Less Than
Very Important Very Important Total

N ra

Businessman, non-
agricultural 24 46.2 28 53.8 52 100.0

Farmer, businessman
agricultural related 13 23.6 42 76.4 55 100.0

Professional and other 16 37.2 27 62.8 43 100.0

Total 53 .35.3 97 64.7 150 100.0

X 2 = 6.024 d.f. = 2 Significant at .05 level

TABLE 85.--Association between the main occupation of the commissioners
from rural and urban counties and their perception of the agricultural

subject "proper use and conservation of natural resources"

Perception of Relative Importance

Main Occupation

Less Than
Very Important Very Important Total

Businessman, non-
agricultural 10 19.2 42 80.8 52 100.0

Farmer, businessman
agricultural related 26 47.3 29 52.7 55 100.0

Professional and other 9 20.9 34 79.1 43 100.0

Total 45 30.0 105 70.0 150 100.0

X2 = 12.370 d.f. = 2 Significant at .01 level
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TABLE 92.--Association between the level of education of the commission,-
ers from rural and urban counties and.their perception of the agricul-

tural subject "proper use and conservation of hatural'resources"

Perception of Relative Importance

Less Than
Level of.
Education

Very Important Very Important Total

N 7 %

High school or less 27 39.7. .41 60.3 68 100.0

College 18 21.9 64 78.1 82 100.0

Total 45 30.0 105 70.0 150 100.0

X2 = 4.767 d.f. = 1 Significant at .05 level.

TABLE 93.--Association between the residential background of the commis-
sioners from. rural and urban counties and their perception ofthe agri-
cultural subject "proper use and conservation of natural 'resources"..

Perception of Relative Irgortance

Less Than
Residential Very Important Very Important Total
Background N % N %

Farm and rural non-farm 33 41.3 47 58.7 80 100.0

Town 12 17.1 58 .82.9 70 100.0

Total 45 30.0 105 70.0 150 100.0

X 2 = 9.216 d.f. = 1 Significant at .01 level
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TABLE 94.--Association between the main occupation of the commissioners
from rural counties and their perception of the home economics subject

"leadership development"

Main Occupation

Perception.of, Relative Importance

Less Than
Very Important Very Important Total

Businessman, non-
agricultural tl 78.6 3 21.4 14 100.0

Farmer, businessman
agricultural related 28 63.6 16 36.4 44 100.0

Professional and other 4 28.6 10 71.4 14 100.0

Total 43 59.7 29 40.3 72 100.0

X2 = 7.996 d.f. = 2 Significant at .02 level

TABLE 95.--Association between the residential background of the commis-
sioners from rural counties and their perception of the home economics

subject "job preparation"

Perception of Relative Importance

Less Than
Residential Very Important Very Important Total
Background N

Farm and rural non-farm -37 58.7 26 41.3 63 100.0

Town 1 11.1 8 88.9 9 100.0

Total 38 52.8 34 47.2 72 100.0

2 -X- = 5.382 d.f. = 1 Significant at .05 level
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TABLE 109.--.A.ssociation between the economic value of agriculture to the
county as perceived by the commissioners from urban counties and their
perception of the 4-H (youth work) subject "understanding and improving

the environment"

Perception of Relative Importance

Economic Value Less Than
of Agriculture Very Important Very Important Total
to County

Of little importance
to important

Very important

Total

20 64.5 11 35.5 31 100.0

14 29.8 33 70.2 47 100.0

34 43.6 44 56.4 78 100.0

X
2

= 7.804 d.f. = 1 Significar%t at .01 level

TABLE 110.--Association between the economic value of agriculture to the
county as perceived by the commissioners from urban counties and their
percept:..on of the 4-H (youth work) subject 'understanding public issues"

Perception of Relative Importance

Economic Value Less Than
of Agriculture Very Important Very Important Total
to County

Of little importance
to impottant

Very important

Total

21 67.7 10 32.3 31 100..0

18 38.3 29 61.7 47 100.0

39 50.0 39 50.0 78 100.0

X2 = 5.353 d.f. = 1. Significant .05 level
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TABLE 120.--Association between the level of education of the commis-
sioners from rural counties and their perception of the agricultural

group "part-time {armors"

'

I

Level of
Education

Perception of Relative Importance
Important

Neutral And
And Less Very Important Total

N.

High school or less
\

14 27.5 37 72.5 51 100.0

College 12 57.1 9 42.9 21 100.0

Total 26 36.1 46 63.9. 72 100.0

X2 = 4.470 d.f. = 1 Significant at .05 level

TABLE 121. -- Association between the economic value of agriculture to the
county as perceivc:d by the commissioners from rural counties and their

perceptio :: the agricultural group "migrant farm laborers"

Perception of Relative Importance
Important

Economic Value NeUtral, And
of Agriculture And Less Very important Total
to County

Of little importance
to important

Very important

Total

2
X = 4.083 d.f.

8 r44,4 10 55,6 18 100.0

40 74.1 14 25.9 54 100.0

48 66.7 24 '33.3 72 100.0

= 1 Significant at .05 level

.)
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TABLE 127.--Association boLwcen the involvement of commissieners.Crom
urban counties in Cooperative F ension Service programs and/or activi-
ties and their perception of t: agricultural group "agricultural com-

modity organizations"

Perception of Relative Importancc,

Less Than

Involvement
Very Important Very Important Total

None 20 8t.9 3 13.1 23 100.0

Some 29- 85.3 5 14.7 34 100.0

A lot 11 52.4 10 47.6 21 100.0

Total 60 76.9 18 23.1 7F 100.0

X2 = 9.772 d.f. = 2 Significant at .01 level

TABLE 128.--AsSociation between the familiarity of the commissioners
fom urban counties with the Cooperative Extension Service and their

perception !of the agricultural group "small subsistence farmers"

Perception of Relative Importance

Familiarity With
Cooperative
Extension Service

Less Than
Very Important Very Important Total

Not very familiar 8 40.0 12 60.0 20 100.0

Familiar "31 77.5 9 22.5 40 100.0

Very familiar 10 55.6 8 44.4 18 100.0

Total 49 62.8 29 37.2 78 100.0

X2 = 3.557 d.f. = 2 Significant at .02 level
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TABLE 161-,--Association between the involvement of commissioners from
urban counties in Cooperative Extension-Service programs and/or activi-

ties and their perception of the 4 -H (youth work). grOupi"farm youth"

Perception of Relative Importance

Less Than

Involvement
Very Important Very Important Total

None 13 56.5 10 43.5 23 100.0

Seine' 2S 73.5. 9 26.5 34 100.0

A lot . 8 38.1 13 61.9 21 100.0

. Total 46 59.0 32 41.0 78 100.0

= 6.818 d.f. = 2 Significant at .05 level

TABLE 162.--Association between the involvement of commissioners from
urban counties in Cooperative Extension Service programs and/or activi-
ties and their perception of the 4-11 (youth work) group "all youth ..)e-

tween 9 and 19 years of age"

Perception of Relative Importance

Involvement

Less Than
Very Important Very Important T;)tal

%

None 18 78.3 5 21.7 23 100.0

Some 19 55.9 15 44.1 34 100.0

A lot 8. 38.1 .13 61.9 21 100.0

Total 45 57.7 33 42.3 78 100.0

X2 = 7.336 d.f. = 2 Significant at .05 level
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TABLE 166. -- Association between the involvement of commissioners from
urban counties in Cooperative Extension Service programs and/or activi-
ties and their perception of the 4-H (youth work) group "all youth be-

tweerig and 19 years of.age"

Involvement'

Perception of Relative Importance

Less Than
Very Important Very Important Total

%

None 19 82.6 4 17.4 23 100.0

Some 21 61.8. 13 38.2 34 100.0

A lot 9 42.9 12 57.1 21 100.0

Total 49 62.8 29 37.2 78 100.0

X2 = 7.455 d.f. = 2 Significant at .05 level

TABLE 167. -- Association between the familiarity of the commissioners
from urban counties with the Cooperative Extension Service and their
perception of the 4-H (youth work) group "small town and Village youth"

Perception of Relative Importance
Important

Familiarity With
Cooperative
Extension Service

Neutral
And Less .

And
Very Important Total

N

Not very familiar 9 45.0 11 55.0 20 100.0

Familiar 7 17.5 33 82.5 40 100.0

Very familiar 3 16.7 15 83.3 18 100.0

Total 19 24.4 59 75.6 78 100.0
-;---

X2 = 6.224 d.f. = 2 Significant at .05 level
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TABLE 174.--Association between the tenure of the conuziissioners from ur-
ban counties and their perception of the home economics subject "cloth-

ing construction"

Tenure

Perception of Relative Importance
Important

Neutral And
And Less Very Important Total

Less than 4 years 20 48.8 21 51.2 41 100.0

Between 4 and 8 years 10 47.6 11 52.4 21 100.0

Over 8 years 2 12.5 14 87.5 16 100.0

Total 32 41.0 46 59.0 78 100.0

X
2

= 6.778 d.f. = 2 Significant at .05 level

TABLE 175.--Association between the familiarity of the commissioners
from urban counties with the Cooperative Extension Service and their
perception of the 4-H (youth work) group "all youth between 9 and 19

years of age"

Perception of Relative Importance

Familiarity With
Cooperative
Extension Service

Less Than
Very Important Very Important Total

Not very familiar 16 80.0 4 20.0 20 100.0

Familiar 22 55.0 18 45.0 40 100.0

Very familiar 7 38.9 11 61.1 18 100.0

Total 45 57.7 33 42.3 78 100.0

X2 = 6.804 d.f. = 2 Significant at .05 level
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TABLE 176. -Asociation between the familiarity of the. commissioners
. from urban counties with the Cooperative Extension Service and their

pdrception of the home economics_ group "urban.and city homemakers"

Familiarity With
Cooperative
Extension Service

Perce tion of Relative Im ortance
Important

Neutral And
And Less Very Important .

N-

Not very familiar 12 60.0 8 40.0 20 100.0

Familiar 12 30.0 ..28 70.0 40 100.0

Very familiar 10 55.6 8 44.4 18 100.0

Total 34 43.6 44 56.4 78 100.0

X 2
= 6.243 d.f. = 2 Significant at .05 level

TABLE 177.--Association between the tenure of the commissioners from ur-
ban counties and their perceptionof the home economics group "low

come homemakers"

Perception of Relative Importance

Tenure

Less Than
Very Important Very Important Total

Less than 4 years 30 73.2 11 26.8 41 100.0

Between .4 and 8 years 18 85.7 3 14.3 21 100.0

Over 8 years,

Total

7

55

43.8

70.5

9

23

56.2

29.5

16

78

.100.0

100.0

X2 = 7.985 d.f. = 2 Significant at .02 level
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TABLE 178.--Association between the main occupation of the commission-
ers from rural counties and their perception of 4-H (youth work)

subject "understanding economics and the American business system"

Main Occupation

Perception of Relative Importance

Less Than
Very Important Very Important Total

N

Businessman non-
agricultural 11 78.6 3 21.4 14 100.0

Farmer, businessman
agricultural related 27 61.4 17 38.6 44 100.0

Professional and other 4 28.6 10 71.4 14 100.0

Total 42 58.3 30 41.7 72 100.0

X2 = 7.627 d.f. = 2 Significant at .05 level

TABLE 179.--Association between the economic value of agriculture to the
county as perceived by the commissioners from urban counties and their

perception of the 4-H (youth work) subject "health education"

Perceotion of Relative Importance

Economic Value Less Than
of Agriculture Very Important Very Important Total
to County N.

Of little importance
to important

Very important

Total

19 61.3 12 38.7 31 100.0

16 34.0 31 66.0 47 100.0

35 44.9 43 55.1 78 100.0

X2 = 4.559 d.f. = 1 Significant at .05 level
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TABLE 180.--Association between the main occupation of the commission-
ers from rural counties and their perception of the agricultural group

"part-time farmers"

Main Occupation

Perception of Relative Importance
Important

Neutral And
And Less Very important Total

Businessman non-
agricultural 6 42.9 8 57.1 14 100.0

Farmer, businessman
agricultural related 11 25.0 33 75.0 44 100.0

Professional and other 9 64.3 5 35.7 14 100.0

Total 26 36.1 46 63.9 72 100.0

X2 = 7.448 d.f. = 2 Significant at .05 level

TABLE 181.--Association between the familiarity of the commissioners
from urban counties with the Cooperative Extension Service and their
perception of the agricultural group "agricultural commodity organiza-

tions"

Perception of Relative Importance

Familiarity With
.Cooperative
Extension Service

Less Than
Very Important Very Important Total

Not very farilliar 17 85.0 3 15.0 20 100.0

Familiar 34 85.0 6 15.0 40 100.0

Very familiar 9 50.0 9 50.0 18 100.0

Total 60 76.9 18 23.1 78 100.0

X2 = 9.555 d.f. = 2 Significant at .01 level
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TABLE 182.--Association between the involvement of commissioners from
rural counties in Cooperative Extension Service programs and/or activi-
ties and their perception of the home economics group "upper income

homemakers"

Perception of Relative Importance

Involvement

Neutral
And Less

Important
And

Very Important Total
%

None 5 45.5 6 54.5 11 100.0

Some 16 33.3 32 66.7 48 100.0

A lot 11 84.6 2 15.4 13 100.0

Total 32 44.4 40 55.6 72 100.0

X2 = 10.901 d.f. = 2 Significant at .01 level
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